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e A -

Although Maria Edgeworth has long 31nce passed into obScurity, she

was a writer of some significance in her own day, and, in my oplnlon‘

\;

deserves modern recognitlon for her work partlcularly as\a wrlteg of

children' s, literature. . Edgeworth changed the artk of literature .

written for children in .ways which survive to the present day. Her

practical morality. defined i‘ Pract:Lcal Educatlon as "jus}ice,' truth

and humanity. provides'a ontrast to’ the sectarian moralizing and

rellgion presented by m y of her contemporarles (Hannah More, Anna'

Laetltla Barbauld, Sarah Trimmer and Mary Sherwood) ‘and most\of her~

A

predecessors (James«Janeway,,John Bunyan and Isadc Watts) Through a

study of The Parent's Assistant (1796), Early Lessons (1801) and

thtle Plays for Children (1827), Edgeworth can be seen as- having;

'+ freed children s tales to become more 1maginat1ve and’ dellghtful Not

only d1d Edgeworth remove the untll -then prevalllng ‘sense .of" fear in
works devoted to the, moral-bformation, of the young, but she _also
-effectlvely and respectfully removed this work from the stranglehold

‘of doctrine and catechesis.

P
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Introduction
. : ' ¢
\ ‘ -
No one. has spoken aloud here since the' room was
opened in 1854. The obscure sleep on the walls, 4
slouchlng agaihst each’ other as.,.if they were too
" {drowsy - to st upright.. Their backs are flaking
off; - their . titles often vanished. Why disturb
their sleep? Why reopen - those peaceful graves,
the librarian seems to ask, peering over his
spectacles . . . " o

For one 1likes romantically to feel oneself a.
deliverer advancing with lights across the waste
of years to the rescue of some stranded ghost--
waiting, appealing, forgotten, in the’ growing

gloom. Possibly they hear one coming. They
shuffle, they preen, they bridle. 0ld secrets
well up to their 1lips. The divine *'relief of

communication will - socon again be theirs.
(Virginia Woolf, The Common Reader, 146)

Virginia Woolf claims that there is merit in writing down "a few
of the ideas and opinions (of eommon readers) which, insignificant in
"themselves.-. . . contribute to so mighty a result" (12)4 The mighty

result is a reference to poetlcal honours in the follow1ng comment she

excerpts from Dr. Johnson's Life of Gray: "I rejoice to concur with
the common reader; for by the commen sense of readers, uncorrupted by
",literary-prejudices, after all phe.refinements of subtilty and the
dogmatismNOf leareing,bmust be f nally decided all claim to poetical .
‘honours" (11). WOolf‘S' stafementé are both ‘a shadow of critical
fep-nlon rrior to 1925, and a precursor of 1deas which’ were LO recur in
‘llterary cr1t1c1sm regardlng the work of Maria Edgeworth. Popular'
oplnlon--the common reader-—acclalmed Maria Edgeworth one of- thé great
T
writers of her day, on the same level as Sir Walter Scott. This clalm

fer 'poetical honours' was likewise recognized by contemporar&

critiCalbopinion. Nevertheless, in this century Maria Edgeworth has -
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become one\'ot‘ the 'obscure. "certainly to the common reader, and not

SRTES HPUPERELY N

inf‘requently__to the criti&‘al one. Many critics claim that her bocks

deserve to remain like a nameless tombstcme--f‘orgotten collecting

~dust, backs f‘laklng of‘f‘--on the shelves of llbrarles, while others,

Elizabeth Harden and myself‘ gnaintain "a shamefully selfish

t:hat others ' will read and reread Maria Edgeworth and w1ll
lly f‘ind ‘Teason to join 'in a common effort to rescue her--at:
least _partially--from the undeserved oblivion into th.ch she has

f‘allen" (Maria Edgeworth preface). The! recurring desire amongst a

certain'segmeht of _moderjn day readers and critics to rescue
Edgeworth's "stranded ghost"” .is perhaps one gign of her contribution
to English litersture.

Marla Edgeworth, in my opinion, deserves critical .recognltlon and .
ourrent modern readershlp for her ntributions in at least three
areas ' of critical acclalm--her work as the first I(h national

p .

novelist her ‘work within the realm of the English Novel of Manners

and -her .work in’ chlldren s llterature It is the aim of this thesis

K]

to prove her merit as a writer of chlldren s books, a writer who

overcame the sectarian moralizing of the period in which she lived to .

demonstrate a practical morality. This practical morality is 'def‘ined;

- in the preface to The Parent's Assigtant,  as "justice, truth and

humanitys" the principles of practical . .cation which sﬁpercede all
boundarles of class or nation (iv). In expounding on these

touchstones for_ec .cation she bypasses the work of both her

-predecessors and most  of her. contemporarles ‘and ‘removes.. the.

.overwhelming sense of fear in works}evoted,to the moral instruction

of the young. Writers before and during Edgeworth's day contribdted



many significant changes to the art of.writing children's literature
\N\‘Egtltﬁéir tales were all bound by the doctrine they adhered to.

in order to substantiate thia claim, I_ propose the .following:
‘outline. The first chapter will be devoted to- a brief look at
Edgeworthfs predecessors, particularly James Janeway, John Bunyan and
Isaac Watts; The hlstory of chlldren s literature rreveals a
doctrlnalre approach full of fear and horror, to - the/hhlld“s moral
instruction. Unt11 the ‘eighteenth century parents and mentore

- perceived children to be miniature adults; thus oooks for the young
assumed that children could cobe with what was seen to be the most
important;and basic element of reality--that man and little man, the
child, is deStided to the nell#fire of‘damnation unless he.takes (and
sometimes in spite of) the necessary precautions.

Out of this context John Locke and;Uean-Jacques Rousseau wrote.
presenting revolutionary new ideas about both the nature of the chlld
and the approprlate means of educating that child. In reaction to
both their predecessors and to Rousseau's theory of education, Richard

~

Lovell and Maria Edgeworth wrote Practical Education. The scope of

1

this work was enormous. with c0mments on prevalent notions‘ oﬁ
education and on contemporary attempts to demonstrate .hose notions.
It left few aspects of child- rearlng to chance and in so d01ng
indicated that there was no aspect of the child's education which was
too insignificant~both for their comments and. more importantiy, for
parents' and/or tutors' concern and attentlon. It was recelmed as a
'mllestone in the understandlng of the education of chlldren An

examination of this work will provide the basis for the discussion of



the principles of education\which Maria Edgeworth incorporatedtinto;
»her.children's boohs. ‘

In the third chapter I will discuss Edgeworth S contemporaries
and their. unferstanding of the task of writing literature® for;
- ckildren. Hannah More, Anna Laetitia Barbauld, Sarah Trimmer -and
. Mary Sherwooc had in'common.a more puritan %hderstanding of "the need N
to write books for the.young Although their works are léss blatantly
threatening, with\enhanced plot development softening their ultimate

~ T

doctrlnes they ‘are still brimful of sectarian mora1121ng and fear-

filled religion Although Edgeworth differed in. the manner 'in which

', she understood her duty as a_ writer she shared w1th her5

<

contemporaries .some common notlons about ‘the nature .of the child the
appropriateness of fantasy. fairy tale and horror within children s

tales, and the need to help the child--and _the - parent-—addressc

-

prevalent contemporary issues such as cruelty to. animals In the "man

of letters' age in which. these women - lived. it is not a difficult task:‘

]

to ascertain their opinions of each other ' For the most part they

shared a high regard and many -of . their letters and prefaces to boo;;:a

PR

1nd1cate their indebtedness to each other.

~

The fourth chapter will be a close~discussion of three.ofwMaria
:Edgeworth s books for children The Parent 'S A551stant . Early

Lessorns, and Little Plays for Young People Written between—lggg\ané—~7fﬂ~

1814. these books demonstrate the theories of education firsts
P . . B
delineated in Practical Education Although .the moral tales 1n both

The Parent s A551stant and Early Lessons are formulaic and rather-‘

predictable, they represent a complete reversal from the terrifying

tales of the Puritans which her contemporaries were . not always averse¢v

iy

TN
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to Aimitating; CriticEI' Oplnion of Little Plays is "almost non-

existent but the work is, I believe,- a fresh: and- reveallng approach

by which to examlne Maria Edgeworth s practical morallty

Marla Edgeworth was an accompllshed -woman who 11ved a longJand
productlve 11fe.. Whlle her contrlbutlons to the art of - wrltlng'k

children s llterature galned. her a place of mer1t amongst her,

oA
contemporarles. her achlevements were not llmited to the realm of
ch;ldren S. tales nor to the realm of pedagogy : Maria moved to

Edgeworthstown at the age of flfteen, thereafter she took an active

‘role in the management of'the family estate. assumlng almost total

respon51b111ty after her father s death in 1817 Through her work as

an Irlsh landOWner she came to hold strong- opln;ons about the
<education necessary to help peasants and about the appropriateness of

.malntalnlng'the status quo among ‘the ruling class ln Ireland.‘ During

the Irish:famine. towards the end of‘herflife, Edgeworth was tireless

>

a

in her efforts on -behalf of the poor. She intendedvthe profits from
her last book," Orlandino, published in 1848, to be donated to the
; poor.f By thlS t1me in her life, Edgeworth had enough of a following

-to - e11c1t the help of her publlc on behalf of the estate peasants.

Augustus Hare, commentlng on the family letters. writes that a group

of satisfied children readers from Boston sent one hundred and fifty

At

-pourids” of flour and rlce to Edgeworthstown (328) - While Edgeworth was'

not actlvely 1nvolved polltacally, she d1d express her views about the

pOllth&l 31tuat10n in Ireland 1n at . leas four of her novels - Her

-Irish novels--Castle Rackrent Ormond Patronage and Ennui-—earned for

'xher the t1tle of flrstslrlsh natlonal novellst.v Slr Walter Scott
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enhanced this idea by recognizing his indebtedness to Edgeworth when
writing Waverlex.‘ In the Postscript Scott writesg:

It has been my object to describe these persons,
not by a caricatured and exaggetated use of the
national dialect, but by their habits, manners and
feelings; so as in some distinct degree to emulate
the admirable Irish portraits drawn by Miss
Edgeworth. (477) '

Caétle Rackrent is perhaps the best known of all of Edgeworth's books.
It isycertainiy the only dne of her books that has been républiéhed in

the, last decade. Written without consultation with Richard Lo&eli

Edgeworth, Castle Rackrent was first published in-1800. Her portraits
' of Thady and the Rackrent family are the ones which endeared her to

Scott.‘

v

. Another contemporary, Jane Austen, recognized Edgeworth's success.
in another génre. that of the social novel, or the n0vel'6f mannérs.
Austen credited Edgeworth as a novelist.wdrth reading.! In Northangef
Abbey. she recognizes Belinda as a: .

+ . . work in which the most thorougﬁ knowledge
of -human nature, the happiest delineation of its
-varieties, the liveliest effusions of wit and

humour, are conveyed to the world in' the best-
chosen language. (30) ' ‘

AN

} . . . .
B&linda, according to somg critics, forms "a 1link between the

eighteenth -and nineteenth centufy‘ novels of mannérs." and "also
illustrates the tendency of the novel to develop. a sqcial pu;pose"
(Moody and Lovett, 341).

Edgeworth's success as a npvel Qriter in both these genres ied to

social success and a place in London society. She was the most .
L Y .

*

)

It is ‘interesfing tq note that although : = n ad: .red
Edgewqrth's work and sent her copies of her own nc-e's, Edgeworth
claimed to havé had difficulty finishing Austen's books.

A

s
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celebrated practising’English hovelist from 1800. when she published

Castle Rackrent, to 1814, when Scott published Waverley. - Perhaps

<

Edgeworth's familiarity with'andon society explains her critiéism_of
boph that socléty and'of contemporary writers. E&géworth was clearly
ogsoseda'to the publishing) of her private letters; this opposition
stemmed fpom the fact that she freely expréssed in tﬁose‘letters not
‘only highest praise for writers she admired, but hafshest criticism
for those she disdained.
~iModern cfiticism reéarding Maria Edgeworth concentratesvon her
achievements in these Fwo genres--as Irish national novelist and as -
social no&élist. Edgeworth's contributions as a writer of children;s
tales are gecognl%ed most often in th?, history of children's
literature where s%ilis lumped toéether with other moralists of the

same period.  Discussion of Edgewofth as a successful children's

|

writer .is cursory in most books devoted to the study of her work.

Marilyn Butler, in'Maria Edgeworth: A Literary Biography, offers the

" best and most thorough study of Edgeworth, but even her comments in
the chapter 'A Novelist for the Nursery" do not recognize the full

1

accomplishment' of Edgewérth in changing the trenqubf children's
literéture; ‘ Butlgr acknowledges the popularity of Edgeworth's
childpen's tales and also realizes that they were more lasting than
her wbrk for adults, but. most of her}comments, although bfféring a
certain amount .of praise, -erognize only the aspects of Edgeworth's
. : . L
children's books whlch gix - biographical details. Thbsé details are
necessary in fulfilling Butler's burpose of sgpdying the origins of

Edgeworth's books. @ace these origins are determined, Butler's

discussion ends. Thus her study of "The Bracelets," "Rosamond" and
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. B C i ,
~ .
"Simple Susan" are brief, too brief to do anything but suggest ‘the
place of the chil?ren s tales in Edgeworth's life as a writer Butler
does not suggest that these tales had a lasting impact on the kinds of
tales which were to become popular for children long after Edgeworth' S
her novels were forgotten »

. Elizabeth Harde? has written two-boo&s about Edgeworth. Marim.

: : : ¢

Edgeworth's Art of Prose Fiction was published in 1971,and includes

one chapter on Edgeworth's children's tales._ Harign credits
= B

Edgeworth with offering books that were landmarks because ' they

introduce "living, breathfﬁg children" and understand "the psychology

and behaviour of chirdren more thoroughly than any of her

- predecessors" (18). Harden criticizes Edgeworth for sacrificing plot

and character to doctrine, for contriving‘situations which are not

'realistic, and for lacking the‘complexity which could ~produce real

interest on the part of the reader. Her summary is that "at their

bea&, the stories ‘are admirably suited to children, lively in

“interest, and spirited in narrative. At their worst, they are sugar-

coated sermons in miniature, lecture parceled out in dialogue" (41)

Harden' s Maria Edgeworth, published in 1984, ~was written to refute her

first book. Harden's opinion had changed over the years; her second
book recognized Edgeworth's genius as a gifted and originalvwriter.
Her comments on the children's tales are kinder in the second book.
recognizing that ‘within their social context they demonstrate, an
admirable understanding of thg nature of the child, leading to
complexity in plot development AAd' rich character contrasts. ~ Her
second summary states that while the stories are not uniformly good--

N
Edgeworth "sometimes sacrificed amusement to instruction"--"at her

-

~
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N childhood" (33)- : o —

.fhe'1790 s. than it 1is today and thac it would be vain, probably, to

’

v
1

James Newcomer> has-‘also published»*two books’ discussing Maria

Edgeworth: Maria Edgeworth the Novelist in 1967. and Maria Edgeworth

in 1973. In the first book he makes no mention of the children s

‘tales, and in the second he briefly discusses (in less than ten pages)

both Practical Educatiﬁn and the children' s books. His conclusion is

that Lne sermonizing was probably no less uncongenial to children in

.

public today" (38, 39). o ;": e ‘_5 IR

~ Mark Hawthorne published Doubt'and Dogma in Maria - Edgeworth in .

1967 The comments regarding Edgeworth' s children' s literature are

)\

designed more to advance one particular idea than to recognize any

integral genius in the children S tales His comments are brief but

compliment Edgeworth for produc1ng classics of children's literature

which combine -"delicate brilliance" with "unexpected Life" _and

"freshness" {23); He'cecognizes one flaw-~her moralizing--buc tends

! : : .
to blame it on Richard Lovell Edgeworth.

As the above summary indicates, most modégn scholarship about
Edgeworth is scanty, Classifying her children's stories as dull and
didectic. I probose that only by examining Edgeworth within her
historical context can she“be rescued from this fate. Modern readers
are’ familiar ith Dr. Semss. Shel Silverstein and.Merc%E Mayer. The

5 ,

Cat in the Hat| books offer nonsense exceeded only by Edward Lear,

3ilverstein appea to the childish imagination whereidentists are

. swallowed by cavity-prone crocodiles, and Mayer suggests a wonderful,

1besb she convincingly developed the tragedies and triumphs ‘of .

?

.suppose that . Frank end,Herry~and Rosamond could command a reading



comic world where good knights are defeated by terrible trolls.

Placed next to these books, which have no other purpoSe‘but to amuse '

,s\\i

_the Chlld Edgeworth s tales are like medicine be31de candy. But 1f
you placegEdgeworth's tales next to those of either her predecessors

(Janeway. Bunyan and Watts) or her contemporarles (More. Barbauld

'Trimmer and Sherwood), it is Edgeworth's writing that compares to

candy and the others to medicine. Edgeworth's predecessors and her
‘ 7

) contemporaries intended their books to be medicinal They were meant

to instruct ‘children who llved in a 51nful conditicn whichk destined

10

~2

(\,‘

them to death and hell. , Edgeworth intended to teach morals to

children in pleasing J8yS. At their worst they were candy-flavored

medicine.
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°I.  The Religious Horalify of Edgeworth's Predecessors:
Janeway, Bunyan and Watts

3

-‘The:Historical Background
'_Charles Dickens~presented mqny'Child.figurés‘in his noyels. These
vivid pbrtraits qf pitiful children acknowledge the étarﬁ.realities ?f
the 1840's, witﬁ many of thegy children' having horrible ;gnd not

ﬁnrealistic ends because they were not lucky enough to be like Tiny Tim

in A Christmas Carol, "who did not die" buf instead found an adopted,

tranéformed second  father in Scrooge. With our twentieth-century
notions 'gf child-rearing :gnd child-pare we may be appalled by the
picture which Dickens presents, but the reglity of that ﬁicture cann%t
be denied. Each century, our own included, has voices that call for
reformation in the treatment of children. Those voices Wefe dim prior
to the eighteenth céntury because a belief that children were ﬁerely
. -
tdimihutive adults stilled voices that suggested children g}ght require
special considerations. Childhood wasvseen. at best, as a phasé to be
passed through as quickly as possible. Jané Bingham and Grayce‘Scholt,

. . 4 4
in Fifteen Centuries of Children's Literature, describe the conditions

in which children were raised:

. . . ipfanticide was still practiced . . . child
neglect * and cruelty 'were common,. and most
authorities still considered the rod the ‘chief
instrument of child rearing. Not until medical
practices changed in the eighteenth century did
life expectancy rise. As before, the most
vulnerable years were 'the early ones, especially
for poor children. - With soaring death rates,
parents oFf all classes knew it was likely that only
one out of two of their offspring. would survive.
“Perhaps because of the psychological risk of
becoming too involved, many parents, as in former
times, remained fatalistic, viewing - the death of
their young with Indifference. (91) '

11
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It is important to understand these attitudes towards children in order

X

to understand the literature which was written for them. To judge
early works of literature as dreary, didactic and mor31121ng is perhaps
to judge them by today's standards. instead of understanding them
w1th1n the soc1al religious andgpolitlcal’contexts in which~they were

written. :}' e

In the first half of the eighteenth century the industrial

revolution was changing man's concept of his. own power, while the

French Revolution caused many to challenge the superiority of the‘

"ruling"” classes. It was this social setting that Maria Edge;Zrth and
s

her ¢ ntemporaries reflected. Edgeworth broke free from previous

trend;iﬁndNFpproached~writing from a rational perspective, while her

contemporaries returned to the religious security of their forefathers

to cope with changing ‘'social . times. Edgeworth witnessed eighteenth

century depravity in the political upheaval in Ireland when she lived

on the family estate. . While she maintained a firm conviction that it
was right and proper for the upper classes to rule, she hoped that

landlords would accept their social responsibilities and implement Jjust

means of ruling the peasant Classes. A model for this conmunal

\responsibility was found ‘in ‘the~ Edgeworths' innovative estate

, mané%ement and in Maria Edgeworth's many stories and books. Ennu1 was

the title of a book, but it was a subject which she returned to}xlth
some frequency, lamentlng the consequences which moral and physical
idleness produced. It is not only her Irish novels which reflect the
social realities of the period. Her‘children's stories recognize:

the plight of the poor (The Orphans), the irredeemable qualities of

//_‘
those toughened to life in overcrowded filthy city conditions (The
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“_Little Merchants)‘—\ the injustice created by absentee landlordship or

middlemen (Simple Susan). and the “absolute barrier between lower and

upper classes she wished to observe (Frank), but.which was crumb’ingA

(Little Merchants) These changing social conditions form ‘an integral

‘part of didactic children's writing. Edgeworth's social setting
. . R .~ I

influenced her understanding of the nature of childhood. This

understanding led her to recognize the’ need to change, however subtly.
the 1nstructiws intent of her predecessors, the first writers of
children's literature.

The beginning of'children’siliterature is a topic of much debate
'in criticism. The ‘basis for this argUment rests in - conflicting
notions.about how to define children's literature. Surveys of‘books
for children at times 1nclude works writtenvfor adults but read by
children (i.e. the 'chapbooks), they sometimes define children s
literature as those books written spec1fically for children or they
include only those stories intended to amuse Chlld readers. F.J.
Harvey Darton " Paul Hazard, Geoffrey Summerfield and Bette ‘Goldstone
represent the many critics who have attemgged to define children s
literature. Their definitions tend to neglect an historical
understanding of childrenfs literature and are made subservient to the

larger theses of their 1ndividual studies.” . F.JL Harvey Darton

suggests that there really. was no "children's literature" before the

.

seventeenth century' (1) Paul nHaZard. in Books, Children and Men

(1944) gives one reason why this might be true: . .
+
In museums we see portraits painted by the old
masters of little girls dressed in the fashion of
their day. How must they have suffered in those
narrow slippers and heavy velvet skirts, .with -
waist imprisoned in a corset, ribbons hugging the

~

13

v

\
AN



neck, plumed hat crushing the head, to 'say nothing
of necklaces and rings, bracelets and’ brooches!
We long to free them, to give them soft and dainty
frocks suitable to young bodies. We' long, too, to
free those little imitation men’ who- are strapped
up rigidly in boots and armor and wear, in spite
of their heroic pose,  such -8 ridiculous and
unhappy air If, for centurigs, grownups did. nét
even think 6f giving children appropriate clothes,
how would it ever have occurred to them to provide
children with suitable books? (5-6)

Hazard's notion of what is suitable for children’'s reading goes beyond
Darton's idea of entertaining the child. Hazard suggests that
childreﬁ's literagpre should'entertain the child on his own terms, not
according to what 'the_ adult‘ thinks is fit or -entertaining, but

according to what the child thinks.

Geoffrey Summerfield in his more recent study Fantasy and Reasen:

. - Y,
Children's Literature in the Eighteengh Century (1984) claims that

. since "the purpeee of growingﬂup is to grow out of childhood, it
follows that the status of most children is one ofﬁpo&erlessness." He
agrees with . Hazard's estlmation that chlldren 8 - l};erature ‘prior to
the late 1800's taught children to be prim g%d préber ridding them of

ppetlc 'fairy' foollshness" (xii). Chlldren.,Xn a rather subvers:ve

"fashion, Summerfield suggests, devoured the "vulgar nonsense of the

romances urnder the very noses of the didactic adults. ", Young readers .

found amusement in spite of attempts to promote "'off1c1al' ~adult-
sanctioned" (xv) books. The recognition of thls particular reality,

that readers will find amusement in 'bad! literature if there is none

in 'good' literature CBerhaps explains the gradual shlft from purely

dldactic to dellghtfully 1nstruct1ve llterature. But many modern -

writers do not recognize purely didactic literature as children's

literature. Bette Goldstone defines children's writing as

14
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"specifically created not for financial gain, not to propagandize a

specific religious or philosophic belief, but for the child's

~

eﬁiﬁ?ment and moral development" (36). Using this definition.
Goldstone claims that eighteenth century didactic writers were the

first "trie" writers for children.

‘ If children's books are defined as only those. which provide some

form of amusement or entertainment for children, then Darton's claim

is true. and there feally were no children's books until the 1744

' production of A Little Pretty PocketéBook by John Newbery. But to say

justice. The Puritans viewed children as uhformed'tiny adults who

there were no children's books before that would be to deny the
existence of earlier books written specifically for the instruction of

the  child reader--primers, courtesy books and catechisms. Robert

Pectison. in The Child Figure in English Literature, calls 'these
educational works "a compressed species of: adult reading" brovided for
the child who ‘"is only a littier replica of his sinful. _mature
pa:ents"k(1477. These books were intended to .impart either‘factual
informatioﬁ or reiigious doctrine, usually in the form of laws and
rules, thch Qouldvimprove the child. The Puritans provided theic own
heli-fire tales,. written specifically for chiidren, which lef. their
audience in a perpetual state of doubt and, if the authors are to be

believed, constantly on their knees making reparation before a God of

were neither too young to sin, nor too little to go to Hell.

’ James. Janeway

In 1671 James Janewa&, a nonconformist preacher, published A

Token for Children Being an Exact Account of the Conversion, Holy and

J
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Exemplary Lives, and Joyful Deaths, of Several Young Children. The'

motto for the beok was taken from Mark 10:14, "Suffer little children
to come unto. me. and forbid them not for of such is the Kingdom of
'God.:. In his introduction to the Garland facsimile edition Robert
Miner writea. "If the ELord had anticipated James Janeway's

misinterpretations of these immortal words, _Christian' doctrine - on
children might ‘have been more scrupulously articulated" (v). Miner's
opinion of Janeway is a fairly popular one, being somewhat sarcastlc.
and doubtful about the p0551b111ty that Janeway may have made any real
contributions to the improvement of children's literature. It is not
difficult to understand' the modern reaction to Janeway, for his
conversion tales were meant to be ’scarifying.' The idea"of

terrifying young children into goodness is not an acceptable modern

method of persuasion.

Janeway has a preface for both parents (or teachers) and for hlS

.,
\

Chlld readers. In both(he makes clear his’ purpose for‘qriting, to
save' children from almost certain damnation, for

they which’ lye must go to their Father the ‘Devil

. into everlastlng burning; 2,
they which never pray, God will pour out his wrath ‘
upon them;

and when they beg and pray in Hell Fire,
God will not forgive them, but there they must lye '
forever. (preface) v 3

Janeway would agree with his predecesgor Cotton Mather that it is
. better for a child to be whipped than to suffer the flres of Hell, for ‘:5
| "Hell is a terrlble place, that's worse a thousand times than ‘
{whlpplng His prefaces take an 1nterest1ng catechetical form w1th

repetition ensuring that no lesson is unlearned. It ig 1mpossible to

finish reading the Children's Preface without knowing that a good
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child obeys .his parents, reads Scripture continually, meditates upon

.the state of his soul, and ﬁeegs and begs for forgiveness, all to the

exclusion of play.  Playing is a waste of valuable hepentance time,
for "How do you know but that you'hay be the next Chiid that may die?"
In his preface to parents. Janeway admoni§hes ;arents and teachers for
their la21ness and unfalthfulness in teachlng their children, and

rem?yds them that they are obllged to give thelr children every

possible chance for salvation, for they will Be held accountable for

the "Precious Je&el(s) - - . committed to their charge." /
—
Janeway uses children as his examples. The thirteen children in
‘ <%

A Token for Children range in age from two to ten; they also renge

from being bfairly ohdinary chiidreh to being supposedly terrible
monstgrs (as in Example"VII). " His child examples are fairly

consistent: they are converted,u they wail and weep about their
wickednees. and they try to cenvert everyohe around them -- bpothers,

v _ .
sisters, mothers, Qathers. They experience agonizing doubts about

their salvation, and they flnally die and are buried, hopefully to go

to Heaven. Janeway's chlldren ‘are hopelessly unreallstlc.'not only
for modern readers but for seventeenth-century readers. Understanding
the depth of Janeway's religious conviction goes a long way toward

forgiving his unbearably pious ‘children who appear to be, ih Bess

s
T

Adams' words, "too perfect for life on this earth" (22). There was no
room for 1lightheartedness because for Janeway there Qas never any

certainty of salvation. Sarah Howley, the first example given, is

s

true to life and documented. She is easily and quickly converted, as

are all «f Janeway's examples, and from the time of her conversion. she

a

N : ‘ / .
appears to lead a model, perfect life, dutiful to her parents,

\
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(attempting to convert her siblings, praying. reading7S¢ripture‘and
repenting continually. Even after six.years of thie-impossibly good
‘life, though, when Sarah becomes ill gt fourteen, sﬁe agonizes over
her "bad"” _ife, and fearsvthat She will be "undone to all eternlty'"
(6). She dreads mistakes and experiences po assurence of salvation
-until through a "Divine Rapture" she reaches an almost delirious state
before finally dying—-stlll preaching to those around—-a horrlfyingly
slow and painful death However,grlm Janeway's examples were--Percy
Muir suggests that "death mlght indeed be g happy release from the>
regime enforced" (30)—-he was nevertheless an immensely popular
writer, Many other examples, following ‘the pattern Vthat he
established, were produced by like-minded writers over the next one

hundred and thirty years.?

18

While Janeway's children seem to. be possessed Of ‘many unchildlike .

characteristics, *he nevertheless is one of the first and few writers
to employ the child-figure. and to speak directly to the child in his
prefate. It is important to understann that for Janeway and for the'
many parents. who gave him to- thelr chlldren to read, his work was not
meant to be a tedious task but rather to provide light reading which-
would ihstruct‘them'in one necessary lesson, to gave themselves erm
_ perdition. Unquestionably sincere in his éim, Janeway died before he
" was forty. His intensity is not surprising; he "eaw ravages of plague

in a not gver-moral city.gsaw the flre, (and) suffered persecution for

his,beliefs"-(Daptoh 57). He writes, assumlng that the child he

2Mrs. Fleid notes that as late as 1822 a three-volume work. called

Examples for Youth was published (190) and Pattison CLalms that A Token -

,for Children was still in prlnt as -late as 1847 (136) .

Py
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addresses "is capable of rationally understanding and correcting his

fallen condition (Pattison 136) If the ‘tales appe%r somewhat
morbid, that may be becaJse of the century in whlch we live, for
:"Purltan parents ’.h_} . coped with theird offspring“s deaths by
reminding themselves that life was not 1ntended to be pleasant but

/

only a means to the hereafter, 'an ‘error to be rectified'" (Bingham

and Scholt 97).

John Bunyan

SN e i .
John Bunyan shared: Janeway S goals i writing instructional

materlal for chlldren He wlshed to save the souls of his readers. -

19M

'Whlle Janeway is one of the obscure for modern readers; Bunyan is- -

still quite commonly recognized, not as a writer of children's

literature, but as the composer of Pllgrim s Progress written in

1678. 1It, like the later Roblnson Crusoe and Gulliver’s Travels, was

incorporated in the body of literature considered‘jto‘ be good for

children,: even though it was not originally intended for young

1

- readers. After the gloom of Janeway, Pilgrim's Progress provides an

adventurous contrast "complete with ‘giants and fabulous monsters,

_sword contests, ill-fortune  from which the hero 1is regularly .

'deliyered; and the happiest of all endings" (Muir 28). Unfortunately,

Bunyan's Wwork for children, A Book for Boys and Girls,~published'in»

1686, is much more solemn. Bunyan emerged ‘from the -same social

context 'as Janeway, and shared hlS ultimate goal of saving chlldren

from Hell, by whatever means necessary. Bunyan does not minimize the

horrors awaltlng those children who die naughty, but he does succeed

- ‘
in instructing his children without the terror that is ever present in



Janeway. ° Part of the terror in Janeway is that his examples are

always dying, yoﬁng and in pain. Bunyan's chi.d-en are healthy

reprobates rather than dying bietists. In this wa; A Book for Boys

'and Girls is more persuasive than A Token for‘Children./

I@ his preface to the feadef. Bunyan su;gesti that his book is
for children of "all Sorts and Togrees." It can aiso_be of use for
"bedtded ;en (who), do act 1like Bearaléss‘Boys"; And for women who

"please themselves with childish Toys." His purpoée is to

N

. shew them how each Fingle-fangle,
On which they doting are, their Souls, entangle,
As with a Web, a Trap, a Ginn, or Snare:
And will destroy them, have they not a care.

Al

Bunyan accomplishes this task by using the everyday to discuss eternal

. and spiritual -matters. The

tyle of rhymed verse that Bunyan uses

sof'tens- his meésage and/ lends jtself to his method of sermonizing

. which is less direct th that adopted by Janeway. 1In the preface to

»

fBoys and Girls, hevinclud

some help for'éhi%Qren to learn to. read
English. His reasons for doing this are predictably nérrow, as his
comment at the end of the teach ng charts explains: "I shall forbear

to add more, being persuaded this is enough fof little Children to

prepare themselves for Psalter, or Bible."
Jo .

Bunyan's verses 1lend themselves to memorization, which was

»

obviously his object. With Bunyan the-child would have an easier time
of memorizing such catechetical necessities as The Ten'Commandments.

The Lord's Prayer and The Creed. As well as providing these set

¢

doctrines,'the book aims at teaching children to peflect upon their

4

faith at every opportunity. Each object of nature, each natural play -

20
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setting is used to' preach salvatiorn’ ‘Thus, when the child sees a
spider he can also consider the sinner, and when he sees the candle,
“he is reminded to be watchful and makeisure he has Grace which w111
save him ﬁrom everlast&ng darkness. The message is more palatabie but
the threat is present. In his meditation on a Fig-tree the child is
reminded, like the tree, to “"Bear Fruit, or else thine End will
cursed bei" (43). Although Bunyan attempts "To mount their Thoughts
from what are childish Toys, / To heav'n, for  that's prepar'd for
vG1rls and Boys," he does not soften towards the idea of child play.
Bunyen felt, as dld Janeway. that "Death's a cold Comforter to Girls
and Boy:J / Who* wedded are unto their Childish Toys" (62); ~ As
Janeway did, Bunyan addressed children directly, and considered them’
to be miniature adults capable of understandlng the consequences of
their own behaviour He accepts the restrictionS!émposed by the verse
form in order to present his message simply, which also means his
message is less direct and blatant than in Janeway. The Qualitwﬁgf .
his verse has been roundly condemned in aimost - all .critioal'
examination of his book. Bunya 's introduction of.the'verse form into
children's literature was, however, an 1;novat1ve achlevement which,

- by style alone, lessened the terror and solemnity of the lessons

1‘1rty years after A Book for Boys and Girls was publlshed Isaac

Watts perfected this use of the verse form for religious instructional
§urpose§.

Isaac Watts » 3 - : //;%vf\

According to his biographer, Isaac Watts the child was the

embodiment of many of the Puritan ideals, devoting hours to writing
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his verse in praise of God, rather t;an playing with other cnildren,
As an adult, however, Watts shared with his Puritan contenporariec
g
the goal of conveying the. doctrines of Christianity to a child
.audipnce. He perfected the use of the verse form as an easy tool fer
the memorlzation of Christian dogma, and moved yet another step away
.
from the debllitating terror used to convince children of their
evilness. Although hez W1th Janeway and Bunyan, was convinced that
children were. conceived and born into sin, Watts knew that the message
of salvation which he preached was - more readily acceptéd when
presented in a dellghtful manner as opposed to a solely 1nstruct1ve
manner. He addressed the child directly, and was coneerned with the
simpli;ity ‘of his language in order to make sure that the child(j\ !
understood the full extent o7 hig verse. His verses are, in contrast,
more gentle, tolerant and persuasive. While Janeway did not
deliberately make his work unpleasant, he ensured his readers' eternal
good by terrifying them into submission. Bunyan removed-abject terror
from hlS wor%bbut was too stern to perceive pleasure as an acceptable ‘
end for his verse. Watts takes a giant stride by introdué¢ing the
concept of delight with instruction into the Puritan sternness and
absoluteness, which remained at the heart of his. message

In his .Preface to the reader (the educator) Watts makes’ clear

his. purpose of dellghtlng as well as 1nstruct1ng

1. There is a greater Delight in the very
learning of Truths and Duties this way (in verse
form). There is something so amusing and

entertalnlng in Rymes and Meter, that will incline
Children to make this part of thelr Business a .
Diversion.

2. What is learnt in Verse is 1onger retain'd 1n
memory.
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3. This will be a constant Furniture for the
Minds of Children, that. they may have something
y to think upon when alone, and sing over to
themselves. This may Sometimes give their
Thoughts a divine Turn, and raise a young
Meditation. Thus they will not be forced to seek
relief for an Emptiness of Mind out of-the loose
and dangerous Sonnets of the Age.

Watts adaresses himself to both the Church of England and Dissenters,
claiming. to 'sink"his language to the }evel of ‘a chi%g;»'Although he
believed that children were capable of comprehending :Leoseriousness
of their eternél welfare and the bleak consequences of inappropriate
or faithless actions, he made every effort to enéure that these
'ddctrines were'presented in the idiom of the child.

N

Watts, like Bunyan, includes in verse fOrm'means by which to

memorize the basic tenets of faith contained in The Ten Commandments

and The Golden Rule. The verse titles announce clearly the lessons to

beglearned: "A General Song of Praise to God," "The Excellency of the .

Bible," "Against Quarrelling and Fighting," etc¢. Like Bunyan, Wa£t$
makes use of the familiar, the everyday.‘ in order to discuss the
profound. This attention to the familiar makes the ‘?ear—filled
moralizing a shade subtlér than in Bunyan, and eons away from Janeway.
wAs much as hé# succeeded in delighbing'childfen with these lilting

versés. Watts séiil'has a 'punch.' The boint is the same as for

. Janeway: cHildfen are not too little to go‘to Hell. Where delight is

not' sufficient cause to change naughty behaviour, Watts still resorts

23

to threats. 1In his song "Obedience to Parents," children are told in

the first verse that they should revere their Parents with delight. In

the middle two verses Watts substantigtes his argument in case delight .

is not reason enough.  In the second'Qerse childgin read of dreadful

¥



’azu

plagues that are. threatened by God to those who do not obey their
parents. and, finally, in the third verse they are threatened with

reasons of guilt and terror: t

~

How cursed is his name!
The Ravens shall pick out his Eyes,
and Eagles eat the same. (33)

-

While twentieth- cbntury readers may rejoice at the subtler
shading of hell Fiie in Watts Mrs. Trimmer in her 1789 commentary on
‘his work suggested that-Watts had missed a great opportunity to press
home Christian dogma by being too easy to understand. In her.work
with = Sunday Sohools. Mrs. 'Trimmer "wished the Songs first to be
learned by heart, then recited in a S‘unday class, and then to be
'explained,'doctrine by doctrine" (Darton 111). While Mrs. Trlmmer may:
have been disappointed that Watts did not prov1de his songs in the
cateehet1ce7 form of repetitions that she desired, she confirms the
popu}arit~ © the songs amongst her own generation, particularly among
.the Sunday School Moralists. Only a work thought to be of superior
quality would have been good enough for the treatment which Mrs.
" Trimmer .suggests. Another indication of the great popularity of

Watts' verses for™ chlldren is the number of edltlons publlshed

Divine Songs was first published in 1715. J.H.P. Pafford estimates

that at least 667 editions. totalling over eight million copies, were
published between 1715 and '1901.

While vast improvements are witnessed in Watts' treatment of
children "and child readers, Watts shared with Janeway and Bunyan the

Puritan determlnatlon to save souls. This determination meant that

2
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the facts about man's (and‘the.child's) sinful condition and ultimate
fate‘are never hidden or diluted vhile Bunyah and Watts make some
steps forward in recognizing ‘the worth of delighting their.readers.
they both agréed with Jéneway that in the end children were better
taking the precautionary steps of abject repentance than tﬁey Qere in
playing with toys. It is interesting to note that in the didactic

writing of the late 1700'5, toys are given considerable attention.

The Edgeworths devote one chapter of Practical Educatidh to. the

discussion of children's " toys. Edgeworth and her contemporaries
shared with the Puritans a certain caution about the use of toys, but
their caution was based on‘educapional theory about the kinds of toys

s
which are most suitable for children rather than on a religious

boycotting of instruments of pleasure which might distract the child.

from his etefnal goal.

While Puritanv children's books progressed from being strictly

didactic to incorporating delight into moral and spiritual

instruction thelr understandlng of the child ‘was constant. The pbé¥

eighteenth century mind percelved&man s image to be negative, born in -

'sin and condemned to everlasting fire. ‘Without a doubt, this.

- understanding of the universe was grounded in Scripfure. Much of the
writing of Janeway, Bunyan and Watts found its beginning in specific
Bible verses. While the concept of origfnal sin is a Biblical one
(Psalm 51:5), Scripture does present an imagelof man aszsaint.as well
as sinner. But the Puritans persisted‘in belieVing that, whiie the
Kingdom of God might be for children (Matt.19:14), children were ih

constant jeopardy of another fate.

25
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h .
 image of God. Janeway, Bunyan and Watts perceived their Creator to be

This negative view of mankind was based on an equaily'negative

a God of Wrath and Justice, easily angered and stingy about
forgiveness. Janeway's Sarah Howley is afraid to make "a" mistake,

after six years of almost flawless existence, because she had to face
an angry God at the gates to eternity (7). Bunyan relates God to an
Executioner in his meditation on a fig-tree, an executioner who is
'runnlng out of patience and who will not hesitate to use his power to
curse if the tree does not bear fruit (43). In'Song XIII, Watts

envisions an angry, moody&God whose love may turn to fury,

What if the Lord grow wroth, and swear
While I refuse to read and pray,

That he'll refuse to lend an Ear,

To ‘all my Groans another Day? (14)

All three concedec that ch as Creator Was good, fashioning and
sustaining nature. Lf&\z}se, they concede that God 1loves the
creation, in order to arrange\for its redemption through Christ, His
Son.v In spite of this, the verwhelming image of God is harsh and

: A X ‘
sternf The Comforter, the Brother and the Friend images of Scripture
heve no place. In Song XXI Watts speaks of sick sheep who infect the
flock, but he neglects to mention either a Shepherd who lays down his
llfe for the sheep (John 10: 11), or a Shepherd who leaves. the ninety-
nine behind in order to find the" one lost, perhaps sick sheep.

Bunyan's analcgies for God involve inanimate objects..such as trees

and candles, rather than parallels to gentleness and mercy. Janeway'

speaks of God in formal tone;?’except when he speaks through his

.childish examples. Jesus is 'dear' and 'sweet' to Sarah Howley, but

B
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even more than that, He is the one who holds her uncertain eternal
future in the baiance. Janeway makes reference to a book of his own
- sermons called "The best Friend in the worst timés."_but it is a tool

of conversion rather than a comfort to lost souls.’ And-so, while the
i

Puritans had the best intentions--soul-saving intentions--their

3

understanding of the sinful nature of the child demanded that children
be educated solely in the ways of the church. Play time, secular

 instruction and delight all paled in comparison to everlasting fire.
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II. Changing Views of the Child: Rousseau and the Edgeworths -

The conceptualization of man as inherently evil which existed

bl

prior to the eighteenth century was guided by the church.- Man was at
the mercy of nature and ‘turned to religion and the church in oraer to
understand life's inconsistencies. With ihdué%rialization man was able
to explain certain naturallphegomena through scientific means. It was
through this scientific ;hinking in part that children's literature was .
removed from the stranglehold »of church doctrine. - Jean-Jacques

Rousseau's greatest achieyement in educational theory was that he was
N

able to suggest an altefnative view of>the nature of man to the writers
of children's 1iteratﬁre who followed him. Rousseau, along with Johan
Comenius and John Locke, was the forerunner of modern behavioral
sciences. Margaret Gillespie explains that:

Researchers in the field of child growth and
development have delineated ontogenetic stages of
growth from conception through maturity. - This
knowledge of  the biological development of the
individual with its psychological concoemitants has
had tremendous impact on patterns and practices in ‘ —
child rearing “in the home, .in the school, and in
the community. Children/ have a place in society
which is uniquely their §;HL They are not viewed
as miniature adults, dev ls, or angels, but rather
as growing individuals whose behaviours and
abilities are determined in large measure by the..
interaction of environmental and hereditary factors
as they move along the growth continuum. (23)

Rousseau's image of man is made perfectly clear in the first
sentence of ggilg (1762¥{ "God makes all tHIhgﬁ\good: man meddles with
them and they become evil" (5). Rousseau explains that "the impulses_
of nature aée always right; there is no. original sin in the human

heart, the how and why of the entrance of every vice can be traced”
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(56). Mdre significantly, Rousseau separates the nature of God from

the nature of man when he insists that "Reason alone teaches us to
- ' /J
. > . -
know good and evil" (34). Reason is the prodngt of a good education,
an education based upon experience. For Rousseau the process of life

is one of learning and growing, becomingba better man through tﬂe

experiences encountered, got through the prayer and repentance of the

AN
Puritans. The experience ‘that Rousseau speaks of is- one that
"precedes jnstruction" (29). According to Rousseau, society.: and

'

particularly its institutions;, such as the church, have "enfeebled
man" (QS). Reason is the product of education and, ne argues quite
convincingly, I think, that reasoning with children is "exceedingly
silly," becayse if children knew how to féason they would not need to
be educated (53). It follows then that if reason.is the means by
which man disfinguishes between good and evil,:and he is unable to
reason until he has completéd his education, then attemptﬁng to teach

the child about good and evil is a rather futile exercise. Rousseau

- claims that "before‘ the age of

P

'pééson we do good or ill without
knowing it, and there is no mqfility-in our acﬁions" (34). Reason
supercedes the power of theb Almighty. ~This view 1is radically
- different from that nf the Puritans; it led the way to a freer,Amore
tqierant attitude about children and their educational neeas.

The moral tale was the prevalent-style‘for children's writers of
the late’ eighteenth and early nineteenth century. .It was influenced_
by both the earlier Puritan 1iterature’and thé educational theories of
Rousseau. Since several of these“@riteré-qlaimed to bé, at least in
nért, di;cipies of Rousseau it is interesting to note Rousseéu's

comments or: moral lessons.
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Most of the moral lessons whichfg;e and can be
given may be reduced to this formula:

Master. You must not do that.
Child. Why not?

Master. Because it is wrong.
Child. Wrong! What is wrong?
Master. What is forbidden you.

¢ "~ Child. Why is it wrong to.do what is forbidden?
Master. You will be punished for disobedience.
Child. I will do it when no one is looking.

Master. We shall watch you.
Child. I will hide.

Master. We shall ask you what you are doing.
Child. I shall tell a lie. - .
Master. You must not tell lies.

Child. Why must not I tell lies?

Master. Because it is wrong, etc.

That is the inevitable circle. Go beyond it and
the child will not understand you. (54)

The above example is given by Rousseau to prove that reason should
not be used with children. Reasoning with children is‘conversing with
them in a language which they do not understand; it tends to make
’children, yho are "satisfied.with words, question all that is said to
them" and "bécome argumentative and rebelliousﬁ (53). The above
argument does not alldw the child to be hatural and teo learn by
experience. It instructs and, in the end; déstroys reason-~the'final
product of ?ducation.

/

. Rousseau providedf»inSpiration for writers such as Maria

Edgeworth, - who removed/éhildren's literature from the realm of the

-

!

church and estaﬁligﬂéa-réason as the ultimate goal of-educétion. As
revolutionapyfas his ideas were, in some cases they repléced oﬁe brand
of sillinesé.with another. While theré ié nothing like the terror of
Janeway in Emile, the tutor, who was to:becoﬁe a role ﬁodel for so

¥ .
many of the teachers in ‘nineteenth century children's literature,

demonstrates a sionificant ammimé ~F mame oo dto_ 3.
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automaton who lacks emotion, and seems to encourage Emile's failures.

The tutor has an enormous sense of power over the child, who according
to Rousseau lacks judgment. His experiments (lessons) are invariablsjM
_manipulative{ in Emile experience is sometimes as hard a task master
as was the fear of damnation in the Puritan tales.

As with any philosophér. Rousseau's theories survived and were

passed down to modern generations in a piece-meal fashion. While

Rousseau provided many new insights into the edqution of children,
some of his ideas were Strange, and quickly pushed aside. It is a
wonde ful irony that the modern'education system, an institution at
best, is founded on the principles of a man who abhorred institutions.
These kinds of paradoxes exist throughoué ggi;g.' The much-copied

" S _
tutor grew up i) a society Emile needs to be removed from, and the

author of the book which espouses parental involvgment in the rearing

of children sent all five of his children to foundling homes.

The Edgeworths

Except for Thomas Day{ perhaps, the'Edgeworfhs owe the greatest
debt toﬂRousseau for inspiring their theory of education. Aside f;om
"being close readers ?f Rousseau, Thomas Day and Richard Loveil
" Edgeworth may be the only éﬁo people who swallowed Rougséau's
theories wﬁole éﬁough to actually try to put- his theories into
practice (Day by educating a wife, and Richard Lovell by educating his

first-born, Richard Jr.). For Richard Lovell, and especially for

Richard Jr., the experiment was a: resounding flop--even Rousseau

' seemed to agree with that. Because of this failure, Righabd,Lovell'

AaovoTlAarad hisa e $dann Aloaiin -3 - _ 4 s e e . oo
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with his ninete.en-‘children. ‘ Mafia. born in 1768, was to join her
f'athef in espousing-these theories of education.» first in Practical
_’Education and then in numerous stories for children. Maria was to
| v :
Richard Lovell what Emile was to Rousseau. Richard Lovell took Maria
into partnership on a work of ed‘ucation which proclaimed reason and
parental influence above all other factors. Yet Maria herself, the
second born, grew up away from home and the influence of her parents
in the austere surroundings of several girls' academies. There seems
to be little doubt she grew up craving the attention _aud good will of
her- father. While at school Méria wee a‘ natural storyteller.
Interestingly enough, one of her best—ioved stories was about "a mask
made f‘rom the drled skin taken from a dead man's face, which he put on

when he wished to be’ disguised, and which he at other tlmes kept

buried at the f‘oot of a tree':’ (Lawless 9)f. In his correspondence with

Maria, Richard L_ovell«encouraged her storytelling,. although he

3
preferred ‘a more naturgl, reasonable subject and a more instructive

style. .
B

The extent of Rlchard Lovell's influence on Mama is a much

debated issue. -<Richard Lovell has been described as Maria's sinist.,

-alte'r‘ €80, as a bluebeard, and a pompous. bore who J:.nf‘licted his

notions of utilitarian educatlon on a seemingly mute and helpless
Maria. CI‘lthS debate whether his influence on her writing was a
positive force, or a restrictive, killing one. While several glve

Richard Lovell credit for genuine creative inspiration, the welght of

- critical opinion 1nvar1ably credits Edgeworth Senlor w1th all of‘ the

\
flaws in’ Maria's books. He is usually assigned the blame far tha

-
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Hawthorne, 1in Doubt _and Dagua in Maria Eﬁgeworth, goes as far as
suggesting -that Ma;ia was Lrlagued by hdoubts about the deadened
didactic .approach of her father to 1ife. Her deubts ;ed her to
undermine insidiously all of her novels -with romantic notions of
‘passion and imagination. There is, I think, no doubt about the fact

that Richard Lovell exerted a powerful influence on the thoughts and

writings of his daughter Maria. It is mistaken, however, to view

Maria'asfa helpless puppet at the mercy of her father, the puppet

‘master. It is equally mistaken to view Richard Lovell as some sort of
black force. Edgeworth was a‘truly-scientific man who offered‘uany
ideas of significance to the Lunar Sdciety. He won eeveral awards for
his contributions' to the{Soeiety of Arts, and he offered many ideas to
both the design and construction of vehicles and to the invention of
the telegraph. Maria welcomed his opinions. The many family letters
prove sufficiently that Maria hgd a uind of her own, and while she
revered and respected her father. she part1c1pated in llvely debate

with h1m debate which was on-going and between peers, not,the debate

which ends in the.submission of the student to the master.

AN

Since this thesis is concerned with Maria's children's books, I

suggest that a brief,compariéon between the prefaces which Rithard
Lovell and Maria wrote for those ‘children's books is perhaps the best
way to determlne whether the notions of education and chlld—rearlng,
the ideas of justice, truth and’humanity were . shared ideas, equally
Yowned‘by father and daughter, or’whether Maria simbly eubmitted-her

work to her father's critique to maintain his love and affection.
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prefaces to editicas of her books published after her father's death,
Maria wrots:

; In truth I have nothing to say to them but what my
dear father has said for me in his prefaces to
each of them as they game out. These sufficiently
explsin the moral design; they require no national
exp ations, and I have nothing personal to add.
As ‘woman, my life, wholly domestic, cannot
afford anything interesting to the public: I am
like the "needy knifegrinder" --. I have no story
to tell. (August 1847, to Messrs. Simpkin and
Marshall) : B

This 1letter. has d!en used by many to prove that Marﬂa was entirely

under the influence of her: father's ideas when she wrote her

ohildren's books. ' ".Elizabeth Harden suggests that in EarlylLessons,

Moral Tales and Popular Tales, written primarily'to>illustrate the:

princip}es of Practical Education, the ideas were largely Edgeworth’s 

but thevfictionAfor adﬁlts is anbtherAmatter (Maria Edgeworth 19).

While I agree with Harden's conclusions about the nature of Richard
Lo&él}'s influence ogér Maria (discussed 1later), I'would  argue that

though the. ideas presented in Practical Education were initially

conceived by Riché%d Lovell, they_were’ideas that»Maria perpetuated of
her own free will and.becéuse sbé was éohvinced}of their truth, not
solely bgcause she knew that ﬁhey would please her father or, in 1éter
life, her family. = For her childr%n's storiés as well as fof her

novels, I suggest‘"the didacticisms, characteris;ic of most of the

fiction, seems to be peculiarly Maria's own" (Hafden MariaaEdgewobth

)

Richard Lovell Edgeworth's prefaces _were ,wf&ﬁﬁ%@? at his

: Tt T
daughter's request. In the preface_tg Prattical Educetion he is very

meticulous about recording/Who‘wrote what, and who‘&s responsible for

A
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what ideas. ”This is pot a divisive measure, but merely answers a
question which he believes readers will find naﬁural "to enquire what
share belongs to each of them" (I,ix). And’ so we are told that
Riqhard Lovell conceived the design of ;the wgrk twenty ‘years

previously and that. he wrote the chapterg‘ on . Tasks, Grammar and

3 )
. Classical Literature; Geography, Chronolpgy. Arithmetic, Geometry and

Mechanics, that Lovell E. wrote the "sketch of an Introduction to

Chemistry," and "that the reSt‘ of the book was written by Maria.

Although Honora, Richard's second wiPe, did -not actually write any of

¥, L ! ) .
Practical Education, her ideas were credited not only in the preface,

b&t with a full.accounting in a(lengthy Appendix attached to the book.

It seems apparent to me that, if after this kind of documentation in

Practiqal Ednication, Richard Lovell had truly'been responsible for the

ideas espoused in Maria's children's books, he would not have

hesitated to say so. The oppositeggppears to be true. While he

openly acknowledges that the books were written to illustrate the

opinions of Practical Education, he takes no credit for thca, other
than to compliment their excellency in' achieving.that task. And so,

while Maria did not a¢tually wr&te the words "justice, truth, and

humanity" which title this thesis (they were written .in the preface to

The Parent's Assistant), ,they wére ideas she upheld in her writing.

Maria's prefaceé to Frank and Harry and . Lucy (séquels to Early

Lessoné)_ are verbose compared to her father's ‘earlier prefaces.
' ’ . )

Richard Lovell had been content to summarize some of the plots and

purposes of the stories and to espouse some basic dideas about their

philosophy of education--encouraging virtue by showing its rewards,

and being aware of the temptations encountered by children. Maria

3
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expresses the same concern for amusing children while teaching thenm

vir+.es, contrasted to corresponding vices. She demonstretes a keen
understfn&ingkﬁg_the nature of children when she claims that children

more readily learn from each other than they do from teachers because

they pay better attention to their peers (Harry and Lucy). and she‘

appears equally concerned with ensuring the parent's education as well
: A

as the child's. Her preface to Frank quite bluntly indicates to
parents the error of their ways, and chides them for being "content to
do nothing" (vii) a. 4t , their children'e education. Hef preface to
‘Hanry'and Lucy is in many ways a'requiem to her father. She credite

s

him with beginning Harry and Lucy,.'and owns that she writes it not

only to complete Early Lessons but to do justice to the completion of

his plan, which she "thought too valuable to be abandoned" (viii).

While she initiates the preface with these comments and by talking

about her father's goals, she contludes the preface by talking about
her hopes and purposes for the book.

Father and daughter shared a concern to entertain and keep the

attention of the child, to maintain a balance between recognizing the

existence of vice and actually performing it, and to avoid "inflaming"

\

the.imagination. All of their prefaces were written to’ parents to

I

©E

point out the didactic valué of the lessons 1learned. The one

exception to this was Maria's prefece to Little Plays for Children.

As I will discuss in ChapteriIV, Little Plays was a notable exception

to much of her work. This preface addresses both children ang
parents, and is dramatic in s tyle. The preface is written about
prefaces and about authorial preoccupations. It is short, comi¢ and

delightfully different from her othen prefaces. It shares with them,
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though, the ph;losophy that children's books should be entertaining,
and that children are the only acceptable Jjudges of entertaipment.
Should the child fail to view the work as entertaining then neither
the opinion of the parent nor the opinion dp goals of the author can
change that. it is'for young readers to determine whether tﬁey-—and
only>they——¢an pronounce the label which the authér'most wishes to
‘add, "WARRANTED ENTERTAINING" (295).

With Harden, I believe ﬁhat Maria "was more influenced by what
Edgeworth had %aught her about character and cqnduct, and the examples
of family and friends, than by the'intellectual étimulus of whet she

read" (Maria Edgeworth 19). I would also concur with Marilyn Butler

who suggested that she used her writing as a means to continue

intimacy with her fatBer and her family. While‘these statements may.

be true, Maria was not simply the mouthpiece of her father. Finally,
while Richard Lovell collaboratéa with hep, liétened to her, shared
‘his opinions with Ber, and generally influe;ced her greatly, he did
not think forlher, nor did he ehcourage_her to set aside ‘her ideas in
favour of his own.

Pl

Practiéal Education

Practical Education (1798) was the result of many years of home
education. in the Edgeworth household. It was the combip~d effort of

Richard Senior and Maria, with help from Maria's brother Lovell and
’,/f

her  stepmother Honora. The treatise contained the Edgeworth

philosophy of education; they were careful at first to indicatg that

their .ssays were neither a system, nor an attempt to upholg or refute

N

any peculiar system.. Perhaps the most. indicative phrése that the
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EdSewbrths use to describe their - philosophy is * "education of the
heart"_(I.vi). Their aim was to "induce useful and agreéablevhabits,
well regulgted sympathy, and benevolent affections" (I,vii). Th;se
attributes were to bé taught through experience and experiment, not
1 .
through instruction. The Edgeworths were . firm in their decision to
remain silent on the sub}éct of religion, even“ thoﬁgh they were
severely criticizéd for it by their contemporaries. In the

Advertisement to the second edition, they respond to this criticism,

claiming that children learn religion from their parents, from the

1

Bible, and from the many religious books given to them. They question

whether anything can be added, and doubt that any thoughts théy might

haye on the ma?ter would meet with "general approbation" (xi).. While
they maintain their silence, they do "disavow in explicit termé thé
design of laying down a system of Education, founded upon moraiity
exclusive of Religion" (xii). | In view of éhe precedipg Puritan

notions of education, it is interesting to note that for ‘the

Edgeworths, as for many of their contemporaries, religion is assuming’

personal and private proportions, while eduéation—-ideals and values

(as contrasted to instruction)--are universal and above  sectarian

-séuabbling.

Practical Education represents a philosophy designed for children

of "higher classes of society" (xiv). It stresses quality of

education over quantity and is a textbook for parents, not children.v

The book discusses in excrubiating detail an enormous range of topics:

toys, servants, books, grammar, arithmetic, mechanics and chemistry.

It also tackles the more nebulous issues of temper, truth, sympathy, -

pride and prudence. In demohstrating how these subjects may be taught
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to children the Edgeworths reflect an understanding of the child

which is radically different from that of many of théir.contemporaries.

and most of their predecessors. They assume the child is innately
good, and that his instincts about education should be supreme. In
the section on toys they admonish parents:
R g .
An infant should never be interrupted in its
operations; whilst it wishes to use its hands, we
should not be impatient to make it walk, nor when
it is pacing with all the attention to its centre
of gravity that is exerted by a rope dancer,
suddenly arrest its progress, and insist upon its
pronouncing the scanty vocabulary whlch we have
compelled it to learmm. (I,9) g
Children should let their natural curiosity lead them to experience,
uninterrupted by parents, the playful and the painful parts of their
world. Parents should remove from their path any things which can
truly hurt the Chlld but should not be "cowardly" about letting the
chlld tumble or burn its flngers In this way the child will learn
the use of its 1imbs and its senses without becoming accustomed to
héafing words like "don't do that!" This concept of educgtion is
fdentical to Rousseau's where experience reigns and reason is not a
method of education but the end result.
The need to educate the child on his/her own level of
understanding and without taxing his/her attention span is an
important principle in the Edgeworths' philosophy. Only by observing
this principle can the ultimate maxim for their educational
- philosophy be reached: "that we should associate pleasure with
whatever we wish that our pupils should pursue, and pain with

whatever we wish that they should avoid" (II,713). If lessons or

tasks are not to be associated with sorrow or pain, they must not
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fatigue or disgust the child. The» child's éuriosit;y~ must be
ﬁaint%?ned. ‘ In order for this to happen the parent or tutor must
- resﬁrain his own desire for the student to understand issues and
lessons immediately. The™ tutor must be patient and»aiiow, through
repetition, for the gradual understanding of important lessons. The
master must avoid pressiﬁg the chila to memorize words and principles
which he canhpt understand. To this end, whilevqhe prihciples of
Justice, charity ~and humanity (results - df_ education, noﬁ gifts of
nature [I,56]) are of ultimate importance, they are principles whiéh
aré best avoided in early lessofis. Children-are early taught to speak

E]

of things which they do not fully comprehend. When questioned, "the
pretended extent-of their kngwledge will sink into a narrowAcodbaéS;
nor will their virtues,‘which have never seen serVice. be ready for
gétion" (I,71). The notion that each child is diverse and grows at

his/her own speed is essential to the Edgeworths' concept of educating

each child on his/her own level of understanding. This principle is

especially important when teaching the child about science and -

scientific principles. If the chila appears to be dull, or not
capable of understanding such principles, tpgp is the ‘fault of the

master, not the student.

The master or parent in Practical ' Education is a _paragonﬁfof
virtue. But unlike Roussesau's tutor, this master is required to teach
by a set of standards, and is encouraged to admit ignorance when

appropriate (I,117); It is the master's responsibility to earn the

respect of the student. If the master can demonstrate superior:

knowledge in a pleasing manner to the child, then the child will

voluntarily give the master his/her attention when he speaks (I,102).
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All of this must be done without lying to or deceiving the child in

any way. - In the chapter "Truth," Rousseau is criticized for.

counselling parents to teach truth through falsehood. Rousseau d
other educators claimed that deceptions were fair means of educati

for preceptors who duped, surprised and cheated their students into

virtue. The Edgeworths were especially appalled by Rouséeau's method

of ensuring that Emile would not walk the streets of Paris alone

" (I,177). They advise parents vociferously:

There should be qg-moral delusions; no artificial

course of experience; no plots laid by parents to

make out the truth;vno listening fathers, mothers,

" or governesses; no pretended confidence, or

perfidious friends; in one word, no falsehood

should be practiced. (I,19R)
The final task of the master is one of balancing the teaching of
educational principles. ‘Tutors should address. the child on his/her
own level, but never speak nonsense or inaccurately (I,102); never
bore the studentnwhile not acceding to the child's deménd for certain

, ' @ :

styles of education (I,140); and teach prudence and economy but keep
"hearts open to the pleasure of generoéity" TII,711).

While the Edgeworths keenly criticized ﬁoussead. they

nevertheless shared many of his notions on education. For‘bo;h,-the

practical “side of education was not to be neglected. . Whenever

.

possible the student was to experience 1lessons and think for.

©

her/himself. For both, reason was the ultimate goal of education, for
it was. to be the guide "to our conduct of life" (I1,647). Earlier I
quoted a section from Rousseau, where he demonstrated the

ineff‘e_ctivéhess of reasoning with a child before he is capéble of

understanding basic concepts. It is interesting to compare that with

L3}
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'a section in Practical Education which I believe Rousseau would héve

endorsed. It demonstrates the effective use of logic with a student

who understands,.and has experienced, the basic concepts behind the

lesson.
M-. "We should avoid what gives us pain."
* S-. "Yes, to be sure."
M-. "Whatever burns us gives us pain."
S-. "Yes, that it does." '
~ M-. "We should then avoid whatever burns us." .
To this conclusion S- heartily assented, for he
had just Tecovered from the pain of a burn.
- M-. "Fire burns us."
S-. "Yes, I know that."
M-. "We should then avoid fire."
. S=. "Yes."
This hasty yes was extorted from the boy by the mode of
interrogatory; but he soon perceived his mistake,
M~. "We should avoid fire. What when we
are very cold?" o
S-. "Oh no; I meant to say, that we should
avoid a certain degree of fire. We should
not go too near the fire. We should not
8O SO near as to burn ourselves." -~
Children who have but little experience frequently
admit assertions to be true in general, which are only
true in particular instances; and this isg often
attributed to their want of judgment: it should be
attributed to their want of experience. Experience,
and nothing else, can rectify these mistakes: if we
attempt to correct them by words, we shall merely te%ph . Jﬁ)
our pupils to argue about terms, not to reason. £
(II1,674/5) ' b
This could very easily have been writte- by Ronusseau, ""We should’ j\‘/

.avoid what gives us pain," does not equél "You m.st not ‘do that" for
the sole reason thdt_ the student has experienced pain, and his
experieﬁée teaches him not to repeat the leésén.' If the student had
npt.experieﬂced pain, then his response to the sta?ement "Wemshduld

avdid what gives us pain" might very well be "Why?"

N

" The process of education is a gradual experientiéfﬁlearning of

judgment, and judgﬁent is the ability to use reason and 1dgic in order
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‘to discern good from evil, in order to live by the prinéiples of
justice, truth and humanity. Should parents follow the principles of

'@ractical‘Education, the authors promise that

the hours devoted to the instruction of a family,.
will not be thrown away. If parents have the
patience to wait for their reward, that reward
will far surpass their most sanguine expectations:
they will find .in ‘their children agreeable
companions, sincere and affectionate friends. N
Whether they live in retirement, or in the busy
world, they will feel their interest in 1life
increase, their pleasures’ multiplied by sympathy
with thelr beloved pupils; they will have a happy
home. (II,729)

It appears as if many parents and educators took this promise to
heart, and attempied to educate their children by the principles

6

demonstrated in’' Practical Education. The family letters indicate at

least one girls' academy that was run following Practical Education,

\.

"and Charlotte Yonge in her letters 1nd1cates that she was raised at

home according to the Edgeworth system. Practical Education was one
of the few books on pedagogy produced in its day, and it was regarded
highly. It outlived the "evangelically inspired_educitional writings

of their contemporaries" (Colby 139), and many of its notions about

" education survive to the present day. Just recently I was teminded of

"~ the Edgeworths' enthusiasm for science and scientific experlmentatlon

and discovery. Several radio announcements have been produced on

behalf of Science, Technology and Industry in Canada, which encourage °

ordinary . listeners to embrace the technology of the twenty-first

century, instead of avoiding it in fear. Maria, in her preface to

Harry and Lucy exhibited the same enthusiasm for the future that

science allows us: "In science, the ope of future discoveries, and

«

r
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the ambition to invent, are greét. natural, “and never-failing

excitements:to young and old"»(xii). | 3
Marilyn Butler suggests that some readers may be disappointéd

that a .greater awareness of the industrial landscape 'which developed

around her did"qot pervade or change Maria Edgeworth?s novels. Her
: ;

novels neither describe the 'scene nor provide any sort of social

comment about it. "When confronted with the technological miracles of

her day she seems to have been genuinely puzzled as to what her

response’ should be. Should she marvel at the achievements of science?

Or should she recoil, as well she might, at the dirt, the noise, and

the inhuman scale of it all?" (Butler, 143). While Edgeworth made no

reference to industrialization in her novels, she does refer to it in

her letters. Writing to Mary Sneyd about a visit to a quarry she

says:

Upon the whole I was much more pleased than I had
expected. T was actually silenced with admiration

of the sublime in nature and art. I was
astonished that art could appear sublime in'the
midst of the sublimity of nature. (31 March
1813) ‘ .

Maria Edgeworth embraced the scientific “thinking which’ wés
réQolutionizing the society in which she lived. While she left the
mechanical defails of natural science to her father in all her
stories, she thought scientifically about education. Reasoﬁ. good
jud%meht and fairness :were human qualities that céuld be .learned
systematically and tHrough observation, experimentation and induction.
Edgeworth combined this sciegtific perspective with a‘strong sense of
religion, but déctrine for her was ai‘brivate' personal choice.
Relig%dh, then,/ls rarely referred to 'in her children's stories (i.e.

£ - -
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Harry gﬁd Lucy and their parents go to church), but her letters reveal
a deep personal commitment to a much friendlier Almighty being than
the Puritans describe. Especially when she speaks of dying she evokes
images\ of God~-not out of desperation but out of comfort. The

followi two sections from ‘her letters reveal her understénding of
N

-God : \

When I felt that. it was more than probable that I
shiould not recove?j with a pulse above a hundred

d twenty, and at the entrance of my Jeventy-
. sixth year, I was not alarmed. I felt ready, to
' rise tranquil from the banquet of life, where I
had been 'a happy guest: I confidently relied on

. the ‘goodness of my<Creator. (January 1843 to
2 ( a f‘riend) '

I am kot in the least melancholy or apprehensive--

L/ or unpz\epared or afraid of dying. . . . As to the
‘rest, am tP™uly resigned and trust to the

- goodness \Qf my Creator living or dying. (January
uﬁl&l to Mrs\ Edgeworth) . .
~ a

-

Edgeworth's quiet faith and couwmitment to rational thinking were
perceived by her contemporaries to be serious flaws in her writing.

Neverthéless. they admired her d her work, and praised her moral

writing as most worthy. . / : .
While Maria Edgeworth em/braced the causes of great change in her
society and looked forward /with never-failing excitement to future

discoveries, her con oraries were more traditional and far more

cbnservat/isfe/ in their viewpoint. Hannah More, Anna Barbauld, Sarah
"

4

Trimmex/y and Mary Sherwood embraced sciéntif‘ic thinking with varying
/

degr?és of enthusiasm. They shared a banner-waving commiggent to the
chuyéh and to religion. Divine interpretation was the means by. which

tyéy uncderstood -and explained their world--religion, for them, was

:}~n;f/neither ‘p}'vate nor personal. It was necessary and of community
i .
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concern. As much ag their deep religious perspective likened them to

. ' }
the Puritans, they were neither backward nor afraid of change; they

{
“actively involved themselves in trying to better the world in which

¢ . “
they lived. Their means of improvement were educational and moral,

but their prime criterion was religious.

ts
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"III. THE MORAL TALE: MORE, BARBAULD, TRIMMER AND SHERWOOD

In Search of Cinderella

Full early tfzined’to worship seemlinésé."‘
This model child is never knoyn .
To mix in quarrels; that were far beneath

Its dignity; with gifts he bubbles o'er

As generous as a fountain; selfishness

May not come near him, nor the little throng
Of flitting pleasures tempt him from his path;
(298-304)

Meanwhile o0ld crandame earth jg grieved to find

The plaything: aich her love designed for him,

Unthought of'; in their woodland beds’ the flowers
Weep, and the river sides are all forlorn,

Oh! give us once again the wWishing cap

Of Fortunatus, and the invisible coat

'0Of Jack the Giant-killer, Robipn Hood,

And Sabra in' the forest with St. George! ,
(The Prelude, Book V, 337-344)

Mrs. B's and Mrs. Trimmer's nonsense lay in pileg
about. Knowledge insignificant and vapid ag-Mrs,
B's books convey, it seems, pust come to g chilg
in the shape of knowledge; and his empty pnoddle
must be turned with conceit of his own powerg whep
he has learht that a Horse is an animal and Billy
*n a Horse, and sych like; instead of
; Interest in wild tales, which made
; while all the time he SuspecCteq )
o bBeino bigger than a child. Science hag il
succeed@d;ﬁ;’%@etry no less in the little walks of

children thah' with men. IS there no possibility

of averting this sore evil?™ Think what yoy woulg

have been now, if instead of being fed with Taleg

and old wive's fables in chi]ghood, you hag beep.

crammed with geography and natural history! Damp

them! I mean the cursed Barbauld Crew, those

blights and Blasts of all that is Human in man and

child. (23 October 1802, 1¢ .r from Charleg Lamp

to S.T. Coleridge)

Wordsworth and Lamb, contemporar-.s of -he first 8eneration of -
writers of the moral tale, shared with many Others gtrong feelings

about the destructive force of the moral tale. The propOhents of the
. ; .



children, exerting all of their authorial excellence to mould the

characters of young readers. "inform(ing) their minds and guid{ing)

their taste" in order to prdduce the diligent child (Avery ll). These
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writers shared a concern to improve society through the sharing of

factual and moral instruction. As Lamb arralgns them, the moral tales

have a self—con301ousness and inward gaze whlch can be interpreted as

conceit. Their notlons of logic"rationalism and science did not

generally allow for fancy or for the lamented fairy tales which botn
Lamb and Wordsworth mention. - For, Wordsworth the moral tale defies
» nature; for-Lamb it robs children of their childhood, and for Paul
Hazard--who claimed  "let us Flee.~ There is a whole battalion of
.these Fearsone Women" (37)--it forms a strong army against which
'retreat is the only wise strategy of defenee.

The writers of the moral tale fell into tbo groups, one based on
religious beliefs and the other on educational theories. The writers
of religious moral tales renresent the established church "~ This is
{the.group whlch Wordsworth Lamb and Hazard spoke agalnst They are
represented by %uch writers as Hannah More, Mrs. Barbauld, Mre.

A Trlmmer and Mrs. Sherwood; As well as writing educational essays and
children's boeks, these women were involved inr the Sunday School
Movement and Hannah .More contributed a great deal of literature in the

. F'S
form of Cheap Repository"Tracfg\ For these women morality was

" directly related to religion. They adopted the popular'form of .the
moral tale, but in many ways they were thrpwbacks to' tke Puritan
period where religion, not educational theo.y, formed .the ruling

) I3
principles. "Their basic tenet was that eduv on must subserve

religion and be directed to preparation for t-~ .er-life. They



claimed emphatically’ that the degree of human unhappiness was in

direct proportion to the degree .of submission to the Divine Will"

(Cutt 9).

The rational moralists treated religion more casually, conceﬁding
fhemselves with presenting educational theory in a manner which would
produce children who were 'reasonable, responsible, industrioué and
resdurcefui. The Edgeworths were harshly criticized for their lack qf

religious thought in both Practical Education and in Maria's tales.

They claimed that morality was not possible without roots in
- religion, but they were nevertheless accused of abandoning religion.

The Quarterly Review made this judgment:

‘ - we would abstain from pronouncing any decision

d which should apply to her personality . . . but,

' as a writer, it must still be considered as a

blemish, in the eyes at least of those who think

“differently, that virtue should be studiously

“inculcated with scarcely any reference to what

they regard as the main spring of it; that vice

should be traced to every other source except the

want of religious principle; that the most radical

change from worthlessness to excellence should be

represented as wholly independent of 'that agent

which they consider as the only one that can
accomplish it. (xxiv. January 1821, 359).

Y

I agree with Marilyn Butler who suggestsb that this criticism is
accurate: "the heroes oﬁ Edgeworth's novels do in@eed find thei; own
road to salvation, along a route that is rational rather than
religious, and owes nothing tc external guidance" (Butler 154).

While their views on religion separated the Edgeworths from the
Sunday School mofality' the two groués did share many of the same

principles and goals. And while her contemporaries may  have

criticized Maria's tales for their lack of religious conviction, the

criticism, like Whately's in the Quarterly Review, was not held

2
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against her personallyl Moral stories were called tales because their

. eighteenth century  writers shared an abhorrence for the generall&

. degraded ”habit of novel-reading. Novel-reading at the time was

onsxdered to be a depraved hablt which produced all sorts of silly,
\‘ 3.

-non-rational;and non-dutlful habits. Angelina in Edgeworth runs off
to the w1lds of Wales because of her reprehen31ble fasc1nat10n for:
. novels. In another of the Moral Tales an irreésponsible governess,

Mademoiselle Panache, loses her pupil a husband because she allows her.

to read novels. Rather than'waSting their time on novels, the writers

of the moral tales'encouraged children to practice -obedience and duty.

+

Like the Puritan tales before them, the moral tales werre not he51tant_

about 1nd1cat1ng the sometlmes grim consequences of actions to

chlldren whether those consequences were religious or practical.

.Since moral tales were .concerned with the improvement of society,

their lessons to chlldren were often lessons which advocated some
partlcular p051t10n about a social issue. Cruelty to animals, charity

to the poor, and anti-slavery were some of the favorite issues of the

day and they were often_@éalt with in children)s literature. Aside

& «
from trying to teach children characteristids,mhich would make them
’ T . )
better citiZens, each of these women modelled what they saw as good
citiéenship[ The rellglous moralists were actlvely 1nvolved in the

Sunday School Movement prov1d1ng lowex class children with the means

to read Scripture, and'w1th amusements to keep them off the streets on

Sundays Maria Edgeworth was not involved in the Sunday School .

Movement, but she was 1nvolvedA in running the family estate in

s

Ireland, and in attempting;to help the poor people of her own estate.
. - ! A
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In the last chapter I discussed how Marig{Edgeworth's work"was

influenced by the theories of Rousseau. Discussing Rousseau as he

influenced More, Barbauld, qTrimmer and Sherwoad - ‘&s ‘one way of'

: ‘A
determining their. reaction tg, the type of sc1ent1fic thought that was
v % . et ‘

prevalent in their day. There is little doubt that it was Rousseau's

tt .ori-=s that influenced the moral taLES' concern with experience over

51

inst- vcion, and desire to understand the child as haVing a childish A'

mind instead of having the mind of a miniature adult. The moral tales

reflect a ROUSSeauian wnderstanding of vthe chnld s character
b

development; the tales bu1ld one lesson upon another——lessons gleaned

from everyday 1life ‘and, through 'experience : But More, ‘Barbauld,

Trimmer and Sherwood cr1t101zed Rousseau for hav1ng an educational

theory devoid of spiritual content Perhaps without intending to,

these writers all disregarded several of the rules which Emile

observed. Sylvia Patterson in Rousseau's Emile ‘and. Early Children s

Literature describes how these moralists broke two ;of Rousseau S

"cardinal" rules: o
1) they wrote for an audience which Rousseau said

was too young to be reading; and 2) they were, in’ ',{
effect, telling children their .lessons rather than

having the children experience them for
themselves. In regard to the first point, all the
books included in this study were written for
children under fifteen, the ‘age at which Emile is

e

permitted to read. Perhaps Rousseau's delayed
reading program for Emile was a result of a lack
of suitable material for children to read. In

regard to the second point, perhaps Rousseau would .
have permitted vicarious learning experiences, but
again there were no suitable books. (40)
Hannah More abhorred Rousseau because her only goal in writing was to

instill religion in her readers. Her Sacred Dramas and her Tracts put

her in the same period of didactic writing as her contemporaries.. But
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the dfamés are‘feally not moral tales; they are religious dialogues.

Barbauld, Trimmer and Sherwood gave the child credit for having the’

??éability\to reason, but nevertheless expected blind obedience. "Don't

do that"--the ultimate faux pas in Rousseau--reflects obedience

Withodt;understanding. a frequent expectation of children in the moral

IS

tales.

Whlle these women ignored or spoke out against Rousseau they

recognlzed the changes that industrlalizatlon brought. They lamented

N,

T:that those changes often reduced man's dependence on God and the

church but they sought to rectlfy not the industry and scientific
thought whlch produced the changes, but the religious immorélity which
thgy saw as the end result of those chahges. The religious moralistZ:
then, shared with Edgeworth a strong sense of social and moral
' .
résponsibility.

Moral responsibility, as well as a commitment. to rational
‘éducation. causéd More, Barbauld. Trimmer, Sherwood, and surprisingly

enough, the Edgeworths, to speek out against fairy: tales. In'l8ﬁ4 The

duarterly Review listed some children' s books judged worth readlng

‘The list 1ncludes Jack and the Beanstalk, Nursery Rhymes, Aesop's

Fabies. Evenings at Home, The Parent's Assistant, Popular Tales, The

'History of the Robins, Harry and Lucy, Sacred Dramas, and The

Pilgrim's Progress. It is ironic that so many moral tales show up on

a list of books which include fairy tales, for the moralists by and

large agreed that fairv tales were at best a second class form of
entertaining children. The preface to Moral Tales indicates that the
fairy tales, developed in .the age. of the chapbook, were full of

"mawkish sensibility" (iii). Mrs. Trimmer in reviewing a book of

«
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nursery tales in 1805, including such well known tales as Cinderella,

Blue Beard and Little Red Riding Hood,

only full of "vulgarities of expression" but that they were improper

*

claims that the tales are not

for children because they terrlfy them w1th horrors of imagination.

¥
She particularly objects to the plates in the book which graphically .

portray all sorts of improper. images-~<a floor clotted with blood,

devils in frightful shapes and Bluebeard holding his w1fe by. her hair.

Mrs. Trimmer concludes her rev1ew

1.

One shudders to think what Mrs.

television! Mrs. Sherwood objects to fairy. tales as well,

different reasons than those listed above.

A moment's consideration will surely be sufficient
to convince people of the least reflection, of the
danger as well as the impropriety, of putting
such ‘books as these  into the hands of 1little
children, whose minds are susceptible of every
impression; and who from the liveliness of their
imaginations are apt to convert into realities
whatever forcibly strikes their fancy. (The
Guardian of Education 4 [1805]:74-75)

No human being can so much as think a good thought
without divine help: all stories, therefore, in
which persons are descrlbed as acting well without

‘this help, have g° gpst exceedingly evil tendency.

But, since it wouidobe wholly absurd to introduce
solemn Christian doctrines into fairy-tales; on
this account such tales should be sparingly used,
it being extremely difficult, if not impossible,
from the reason I have spec1f1ed to render them
generally useful. (The Governess 89)

Trimmer would have had to say’ about

but for

According to Sherwood:

While these women held in common a cautious disregard for fairy tales,

they did concede to some forms of amusement for children.

and toys,

Playtime

not criticized unless they were immoral, wére regarded as

rational pursuits rather than flights into imagination.
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Edgeworth then shared some common opinions about. certaln issues

with her fellow writers. But a closer study of the literature of"

~

Hannah More, Anna Barbauld, Sarah Trimmer and Mary Sherwood wlll
‘f

‘provide a contemporary contrast to the work. ¢gf Maria Edgeworth.

Janeway, Bunyan and Watts produced literature whlch was hlghly

religious and 1nstruc§1ve in nature. This was the legacy which all of

the moral writers inherited. More, Barbauld, Trimmer and Sherwood

made many improvements to the literature offered to children. ' They
abandoned - the Puritan notion of the reprehen51b1e miniature adult in
favour of the late- -eighteenth- century understandlng of the child as in
the process of development.‘ Morality is demonstrated through plot
development, characterization‘andgsetting. These elements make the

moral tales more readable, and soften the blows of. religious doctrine
} - S

e d L
: I

which still fall. While Jthey made enhancements tob the literature
provided for children, these writers willingly chained/233?selves to
the constrictive force of church doctrine. Amusement was always of
secondary importance to religious instruction. It was not until Maria
Edgewonth wrote that children's literature was freed from the

constraints that the religious moralists had placed on it.

Hannah More

Hannah More was perhaps the most impassioned of - rational
moralists. She and her four sisters were actively involved .in the

Sunday School Movement, and most of her ideas of education were
.developed by working with‘girls' schools. Perhaps her most-known work
is the Cheap Repository Tracts which she wrote for lower class

adults, but which were quickly absorbed by children. ‘One of the most
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popular of tﬁese tracts, The Shephérd of Salisbufy g%ggg. 1éaves the
reader no doubt as to its aims: tq instruct péople éo thank God for
whatever position he has placed them in, and be content with the
“status quo; The incredibly pious and religious shepherd might have
been a good father for Sarah Howley.' He is happy with overcast
weather becauée,"it will be such weather as-shall please God, and

$

whatever pleases Him alwa;g pleases me" (10). Regarding the state of
ISst "I wonder all working men do not deﬁive

his poVerty. the shepherd,

as great joy and delight as I do in - thinking how God hasuhonored

poverty" (13). While the tracts were read by many, they were
obviously self-serving and led to the same type of religiosity that is

prevalent in later evangelical literature, where_,

available to the lower classes, but the established church is not.

The Shepherd of Salisbury Plain was highly religious and full of
Scripture references. The shepherd rarely speaks without either
quoting - or making some allusion to Scripture, or at least his

understanding of it. It hardly seems possible to find a more

religious work for children, and yet Hannah More in her Sacred Dramas,

the work she intended for children, produces a set of dramatic

/- feadings which are strictly embellished paraphrases of the Bible

stories they take their names from. In her Advertisement to the
dramas she claiﬂg not to have introduced any persons of her own
creation (éxcept in Daniel) and to have only pléced characters and
situations in a mannér which did nét appear "unnatural" to her. She
excuses both her artistry and the reality of the dramas with these
_comments: "i rather aspired after moral instrucéion than’thg purity

of dramatic composition", and "I was more anxious in consulting the
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-advarftage, of my youthful readers 'by leading them on in higher

religlous views than in securing to myself the reputation of cr%tical‘

exactness (75) ThlS aim for ﬁ, JUStlfles leavmg out"
of the Blble stories which- she fegﬁ% wou d
passions to her youthful dgeaders as well asi.enée;]

sections where the moral lesson is, iri* its orlg:mal state not ex 2

enough. The Sacred framas deal with these four Scr1pture stories:
Mbses in the BullrushesA David and Goliath, Belshazzar and Daniel.
While they are perhaps not award-winning storles,in the modern day; a
look through any current Bible story material for children@yill still
resurrect. these four tales, leading to an acknowledgegent of More's
instincts about both the interest level the stories have for children
and her understandlng of the sorts of moral and religious lessons
involved. Many evangellcals today appear to agree with her.

There is little doubt that More intended her young readers to be
entertained while learning "the love of piety and virtue" (75)." The
dramatic form was one way of g1v1ng these moral and sp1r1tual lessons
interest for young readers. They were criticized by one contemporary
as "The Holy Dramas of Mlss Hannah More/Where all the Nine and llttle
Moses snore" (Hopkins 102). The dramas did, however, have_’some
redeeming features. While Daniel, the figure of virtue in one of the
dramas was without any life or interest of hig own, - he is surrounded
by characters who are full of passion and have enough flaws to provide
real human interest. Daniel's conversatiods with Araspes are vaguely
catechetical in nature, although Araspes requires only to believe in
facts he already knows. The moral lesson of the story is to lay to

rest Araspes' doubts, particularly his question of "why the ungodly

<
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prospef"‘(103). More peréeived this question to have some‘interest to
ail young readers. She has no dying saints in her bookg; rather she
has young Christians armoured for the fight. Araspes has his doubts
settled and faith wins over any seemlng prosperity of wickedness.

There is a deadly earnestness about Moge that would seem at odds

with her entertainment aim. It is the same earnestness that made the
N . )

Pufitans believe that play was thé tool of the Devil. Perhaps this -

sobriety caused her lack of popularity with critics of her own day
and ,ours; Gillian Avery claims it is inconceivable for anyone to

R ? : .
‘collapse with emotional strain at viewing one of More's Dramas, as

Dorothy ‘Kilner would have us believe in Anecdotes of a Boarding
School (A§ery 35). Whether she was %$ll received by the critics or
not, More apparentlylappealed to pérents and young readers, for Sacred
Dramas boasted nineteen editions and one :transiation, in the
evangelical tradition, to the language of a foreign and heathen 1aﬁd.
Critical opinion today suggests that Hannah More sacrificed her genius
at the altar of her religious conviction. Wheﬁher this is true or not

remains an unanswerable question. That she was in good company in

doing so, there is little doubt.

Anna"Laetitig Barbauld

i Hannah More was populgr at the booksellers, but she was not
16udly acclaimed by eifher the critics or her contemporaries. Anna
Laetitia Barbauld on the other hand generated quite a lot of opinion
»from pritics and contemporaﬁiés alike. The opinion of hef was - and

remains.mixed. Lamb saw Barbauld as the head of é "crew" of moralists

who déstroyed the wild and wonderful notions‘of childhood by filling
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"empty noddles" full of insignifiq;nt and vapid scientific knowledge.
Wordsworth lamented her model éhild and Coléridge. Walpolé and Johnson
;ll made waspish c§mments. Conversely, Thackeray and Hazlitt
rémembered reading her books as phildren with pleasure. Certainly

Mrs. Barbauld was well thought of by other raticdnal and religious
: .

] v .
moralists.'iThe‘Edgeworths speak highly of her in Practical Education,

although they ‘temper their praise xith some criticism. In an 1825
© &

letter to Mrs. Ruxton, Maria Edgewapth mourns Barbauld's death and

compliments her work as combining "a melancholy elegance and force of

) ¥
thought," which results in "classica. purity”" (15 March 1825). Maria

‘Edgeworth modelled The Parent's Assistant after Barbauld's Lessons for
Children. - Likewise, Sapah Trimmer uéed Barbauld as a model in writing

her Easy Introduction to the Kﬁbwledge of Nature. In The Guardian of

Education Trimmer proclaims herself

ready to ascribe great merit to that ingenious
‘lady Mrs. Barbauld, for introducing a species of
writing, in the style of familiar conversation,
which “is certainly much better suited to the
capacities of young children than any that
preceded it; and the infant readers are further
indebted to her for the happy thoughts of printing
first books, in a large clear type. These useful
hints given by Mrs. Bg;bauld have been generally .
adopted by her contemporaries, and many books have
“een supplied to the nursery, by means of which
hildren at an early age have acquired the
udiments of useful science, and even of ‘the first
“inciples of Christiafiity, with delight to
“hemselves, and ease to their instructors.
"Observations on the Changes which have! taken
2lace in Books for Children and Young Persons,"
1802)

Mrs. cbauld was responsible, as Trimmer suggests, for several

o vements in the art of children's eduéation. Her practical

~uprovements in the method of printing and presenting children?é“

i~
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literature in ways which were easily read and more appealing to the
r

;phildish eye, was a genuine improvement which she shared with her
W -

;;.contemporaries. Hannah More, while writihg books for children,

Fobviously addressed older children who are really miniature adults.
rbauld is the first to address herself to small children. She

2fies Rousseau's prlnciples'of child readership by disregarding his

advice not to allow Emile to read ‘until he hak reached fifteen years:

of age. Mrs. Barbauld designed Lessons for Children for children -from

two years old and up. That she is successful ‘in rendering these

changes is seen in the number of her contemporaries who model her

books for “children. " Mrs. Barbauld ‘certainly lives up to Lamb's"
comments about filling empty noddles.  She is nothing if not
incessantly instructive. Her children are constantly learnlng and

belng 1nstructed about useful 1nformat10n for she was too impatient
to allow Rousseau s nptlons of experience to teach the Chlld. Her
tutors and parents are deflnltely instructors.

In 1778 Anna Barbaa%d,m@bllshed Lessons for Chlldren which was

,'»4 5(‘
orlglnally 1ntended for her nephew and adOpted son Charles Written

in four parts. Whlch see the child through from toddler to teen, the

lessons almed to fill what Barbauld saw as a gap in chlldren s

2

educatxon "there is not one adapted to the comprehenS1on of a child
v Ny )

from gpo to three years old" (1). They also boasted the 1morovements

of several great defects in books published for children: that is,

Jthey were printed on good paper with large, clear type and large

Because her book was printed for small children, the first

notable difference bhetween Barbauld and her predecessors is her

"diction. The first part of_the book is written in language just short
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of baby talk. Short sentences, numerous questions and very simple
direct commands ensure that even the child of two or three can
understand the book. The»situations rg the lessons all revolve around
every day life, and natural examples. Whlle there often seenm to be
great leaps from one subject to the next, there: is a . type of circular
logic involved which connects the thlngs OoFf nature with facts about

life that the child should learn.

Do not throw your bread’ upon the ground.

Bread is to eat, ‘you must -not throw it away.

Corn makes bread. '

Corn grows in the flelds ~

Grass grows in the fields.

Cows ‘eat grass, and sheep eat grass, and horses
eats grass. .
Little boys do not eat grass, no, they egt bread f
and mllk (3) . '

While Charles makes;oggg ion Q;appearances, the first part is written

primarily from the adultp jpoint of view, The.adult figure, while
instructive and still firm,‘is nevertheless loving and gentle, unlike
the adults seen sg children's literature prlor to this. The lessons
range from amﬁpalg in fthe‘mfields to ‘days of the week to easy
501ent1f1c pnmmc1ples.mhIntereStingly enough, they are. not religious
) N . - -
in content. u;ﬁl f '

‘The next %hree parts of the Lessons demonstrate the same type of

»).

pr1nc1p1es as the first, but they are written for a child who is

;grow1ng,progressively older. The dlctlon changes and words are ‘no

longer so simple, nor sentences so short Slnce the child is more

capable, the lessons depend on the progre351on of one thought to the

next. Charles becomes less mute in these parts, but the role that he

assumes is that-of pupil and not of little”bOy. Charles learns ~.
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lessons not_from experience but from the explanations,of his.tutor.
o Stories and fables become part of the way in which Charles learns
facts and how to relate what napure doeslto his duty ih life; While
most. of the lessons are more 1ight-hear;§d than we ﬁave seen up uqtil
now, Barbauld does not avoid teachinQ’Chafles aﬁout death or about the

consequences’ of his éétions. ‘Thus when little boys in Lessons play

pranké, they do so with sometimes.tragic results; for example, tying

grass across the pathway leads to tripping the surgeon, who is running

to save their own father's life. -

Hymns in Prose; published in 1781, was Barbauld's contribution to
-religious morality in children's books. The Hymns were written not to

expound on church doctrine butﬁ?o initiate children-at a very early

iy

age to abdevotional life. They are written in prose to avoid lowering
verse form to the\capacities of a child, bﬁt,iike Bunyan's and Watts'
verses they weré intended for easy memoriiation and recitél. It &as
her belief that children should be taught about God almost
immediately and that they should pe§er remember a time when they had

no such ideas of God. Her goal was:

To impress them by connecting religion with. a
variety :of sensible objects; with all that he
sees, all he hears, all that affects his young
- mind with wonder or delight; and thus by deep,
strong, and permanent associations to lay the best

foundation for practical devotion in future life.
(vi) - '

This aim matches»very closely the a?m of Bunyan and Watts to help the
chiid be reminded of God ;n gggry aspect of his life and of nat#re.
The Hymns are filled with é;;nksgivings and with generally more
comforting images than the_Puritans' vérse. She speaks of the kind

Shepherd of all shepherds, and the wise Parent of narente and +he
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‘sovereign King of kings. Her conclusion is that God is all of these

things and that we will love Him and obey Him. Hymn 111 ends on that

x .
note, not suggesting the consequences if we do'not happen to love Him

’ - .
or obey “Him. Some of her hymns do suggest a sterner image of God:

God, like the 1lion, has a terrible anger and "He Eba@d make us die in

a moment™ (18). But gone are the terrifying threats of eternal

‘gamnation and the visions of a justice- seeking God. "~ The later Hymns

lament the death and evil in the world that Spoil® God's work, but the

end result is not d1v1ne retrlbutlon but Jesus conquering death "and

-

giving the child immortality (96). The final Hymn is Barbauld's.

vision of a happy Hesven, something the Puritans could never be
assured of, and her Hymns end on a happy note. with hope and joy
instead of repentance and fear.

Mrs. Barbauld's other contribution to children's literature was

Evenings at Home, which she wrote with Dr.  John Aiken, her brother.
14 ) .

Evenings was -8 series of lessons, dialogues, stories, fables and

- poems meant to be read aloud to the entire family. It was immensely

popular and was published throughout the nineteenth century.

Sarah Trimmer

’
w

Safah (Trimmer. is often lumped, togethen with Mrs. Barbauld as
representing the same unrelenting moralizing. She dld share with
Barbauld a philosophy df educatlon wh;ch placed religious instruction
at the fore. She shared with and surpassed Hannah More's 1nterest in
the Sunday School Movement writing many 1esson bqoks and spelling

books for use at schools that’ educated children on Sundays and used

-them for labour during the Week. Although she.objected to the
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Edgeworths' secular approach to education, she shared with- themwen
interest in writing theories of education as well as actual bookstfor

children. Much of her writing is instruction about children and iét

for children. She founded and published a mag321ne about educatlon

called The Guardian of Education and also reviewed and published - W

comments on children's books of the day. Altﬁbugh she shared some

ﬁ
similar views about the importance of nature to the educatlon of

children, Mrs. ‘Trimmer objected to Rousseau, claiming " that "the
greatest injury;@?e youth of this nation ever received was' from the

introduction of Rousseau's system" (The Guardian of Educatlon. 6

{1802]). Her bbjections to Rousseau were the same as her objections

s

to the Edge&orths--a lack of religious experience. //

Aside from her theories on education and work on behalf of the

0
",;;h

Sunday School Movement, Trimmer's major contribution to children's

literature was her Fabulous Histories, designed for the Instruction of

«Children, respecting their treatment of "animals, published first in

1786 and later as the Hisfory of the’Repins. -It is ironic thaf after
speakiqg out.so decisively about fgir;.tales (as péinting children's - -
hearts -with the worst.passions) that she chooses to sﬁeak to children
through a family of talking robins. She igs sure to indicate that in
real life birds do not and cannot talk, but she-nevertheless leeves
herself open as & target forlgustlfled criticism about saying ohe
thlng’and doing ano?her. Whether she contradicts herself or not, a
more moral flock of bihds could not be found. The robin family is.the

parallel of the human family, ‘and the characters of the .robins pattern

exactly the characteristics of the model human family. The parent

robins are wise, conscientious and devoted to the correct education
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of their offspring, and the children robins are obedient and grateful.
Robin, " Dicksy, Pecksy and Flapsy are human enough to be slightly
flawed and in need of instruction, and the parents Robin,aré happy to

oblige.

L.

‘,ﬂ e . R . “
The lénéuage of the story is formal and stilted, moving away from
the more casual and affectionate "mamma” in Barbauld. When presenting
her mother with the gift of a spidef, Pecksy addresses her as "dear

parent” and claims her gratitude for being fed by he: parents and her

" .

intention not to burden them with he¥,care. While this language seems

N

unchildlike, even 1in comparison with earlier children's books, it

compares easily with the language -which Trimmer herself used as a

}
child. 1In one of her first letters, at the age of ten, Trimmer wrote

to her grandparents:

Let me,  therefore, beg a continuance of your
blessings and prayers, to enable me to set a right
value on the privileges I enjoy by having a
rational being, and to put in practice the duties

-1 owe to God, my neighbor, and myself; and it

shall be my daily prayer to the Almighty that He
will make the remainder of your lives happy, and

‘receive you at last into everlasting felicity. -

SR

(Field 265/6)

S:
e

However stilted the language of the story, the ultimate goal echoes

.the rational sentiment of both More and Bgrbauld. Just before rathetr

wxj/

. N : ;;3- N
‘Robin turns the- robin children out from the nest, he reminds” them of

the principles which they have been taught: "to use industry, aveid

contention, cultivate peace, and be contented with your condition."

Fortunately, the childrén reading this are comforted by the fact that

parental affection is life-long and not subject to being .quenched

.although .they are warned that "God has ordained that parental

1]

affection, when ohce'awakened, should always remain in the human
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breast, unless extinguished by the unduti?ul‘behaviour of the child"

{Chapter xxiv). The second half of this chapter is devoted to Mrs

Benson "informlng" her children about %9e'pr1nc1ple of conduct which

Q .

she prescribes for herself. “Th1§ is not an opportunlty for the

children to ask questions, but for them to be told and expected to

learn by instruction of the conduct they themselves should follow.

This conduct is regarding the treatment of animals and is especially

designed’ to follow their experience‘ with the Robin fanily. The
children are admonishedsto treat animals without cruelty but according
to "the utility and necessities of every living creature."

In* the final chapter to Fabulous Histories readers are informed

of the . rewards and/or consequences for learning universal

benevolence. Harriet &and Frederick, who have ‘been properly educated_
by Mrs. Benson, grow up to be benevolent kind to all people and'

never cruel to animals. But the little boy who is,cnpel to,aninalsf

)

grows to be a man who receives his just reward ‘and i$§ eyentually.7

e

Cl

thrown by a horse and killed.

Martha Butt Sherwood o " &

Mary Sherwood, 1like Hannah More "and Sarah 'Trimmér was an

advocate of the Sunday School Movement . Sherwood spent a great deal
of her life mlnlsterlng to the people of Indla where she llved for an

extended period with her husband' Her books were popular both in

England.and . in India. Although she shared many ideas of children's

educatior. with both the Edgeworths  and Rousseau, she passionately

objected not only to the exclusion of religion in their eduéational
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system but to their insiSéence ubon reason. Gillian Avery describes
Mrs. Sherwood's position as follows:

+In a short story called Obedience, Lucy,
accustomed to instant obedience, swallows the
draughts prescribed for her scarlet fever, gargles
dutifully, and recovers.. = The wayward Robert,
child of another mother, dies. 'Certain, however,
it is, that when blessed some years afterwards
with another little Robert [the parents'] plans of
education were entirely changed; and Soloman was
more frequently quoted by them at. the tea-table
than J.J. ROUS3€§%~‘§FS? Wollstencraft (sic), or
any of their disctile 33;3,;*3(206) ‘

S

’ IO SIS A S ; ‘ : \
Mrs. Sherwood's ‘philoségh??;ﬁbiiﬁﬁucatiod &as based upon a belief
.§imilar to that of the Pﬁritans: children bwére born evii and
destined for Hell unless they rescue themselves not onlyywith a belief.
in Christ, but also by their du£iful obedience to both God and their ﬁ%ﬁ

parents. In The Governess Sherwood explains in some detail her image

of man. Man was created in the image of God, but was tainted through

S, ‘
the work &6f Satan. This taint causes the eternal depravity of man's

heart{ until the Spirit of God regenerates the heart frefining and
sanctifying it, till at 1ength,i§quuld}be completely restored unto
the glorious image oggGod" (gé;..igﬁaf Mrs. Sherwood preached, liké
Mrs. Trimmer,' éndi not‘ like ‘ﬁhé rEuritahs. is tha£ thére can bé
assurance‘of forgivéness and of séivation. A

~of all the stories Mrs. Sherpoed wrote for cﬁildreg, The »

L5 ' g
Fairchild Family, first published in 1818 with a second part in 1842

»and a final installment in. 1845, was perhaps the best loved. It was

the story of some of the lessonsflearned by the Fairchild children,

~

Lucy, Emily and Henry. Many of “the vignettes are reminiscent of Mr .
Barbauld's Lessons“and Evenings at Home, and of the Edgeworths' tales.
-«

The children are taught by their parents and their education

' 4

o
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incorporates a great deal of information about naturé' and about
scientific principles as they are witnessed in:nature. Many of the
lessons concern the behaviour of the children to each other, their

' parents and their friengs. Of all of the rational moralists, Mrs.

"Sherwood is perhaps best at describing the naughty,ch%%d. Lucy, Emily
Y
N

and Henry are'not priggish, pious and virtuous all the time; they
occasionally lapsg into very 'ord%nary and truefto-life naughtiness
'when they afgue with each othér and when they disobey their parents.

- v :

‘What Pets Mrs. Sherwood apart, however, is her reversion to t}uly
terrible threat§ and consequences to ensure obedience on behalf of her
characters. -ihw£he story "Fatal Effects of Disobedience to Parents"
the Fairchild children's someﬁime playmate, Augusta Noble, who was
brought up without the fear of God, dies when she disobeys her parents
and plays with fire. - It is not gooa enough for M?s. Sherwood to
describe a child who burns her fingers;‘poor(Augusta catches her dress
on fire and the @aid. "alarmed by hef‘dreadful screéms," diséovers

Augusta "in a blaze from head to foot. ﬁhe unhappy young lady was so

drgadfﬁlly burnt, that she never spoke ai terwardé, but died in agonies

last night--é warning to all children how they presume to disobey.

their parents!" (84).

Although‘it is bad enough hearing about Augusta's”gruesome_déath,
little Henry dQiscovers for himself the terrible conseéhénées of
disobeying his father. Thev consequence%3 that Henry diécovehs . are

perhaps worse than Augusta's for they are psychological. 1In the tale

-~ entitled "Story of the Absence of God," Henry displays what appears to

be perfectly normal child-like behaviour. He decides that learning

Latin will take up too much effort and indicatés to his father by

%
\
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failing to learn a .lesson that he does not wish to learn Latin. His

father alléws Henry one’ opportunity to change his mind, after

reminding him tQat h;fgxpects obedience. When Henry fails to cp@plyg

this is what his fatHer tells him:

Henry, 1listen to me; when wicked men obstinately

defy and oppose the power of God, He gives them up
to their own bad hearts; He suffers them to live,
perhaps, and partake of the light of the sun and
of the fruits of the earth, but He shoys them no
marks of his fatherly love and favour;’ they have.
no sweet thoughts, no cheerful . hours,  no
delightful hopes. I stand in the place of God to
you, whilst you are a child; and as long as I do
not ask you to do anything wrong,’ you must obey .
me; therefore,. if you cast aside my authority,
and will not obey my commands, I shall not treat

) you as I do my other children. From this time
forward, Henry, I have nothing to do with you; I
will speak to you no more, neither will your
mamma"orf@xﬁgprS, or John, orYBetty. Betty will

S

be allowed¥
drink and ?P

»&ive you bread to eat, and water to
“ghall not hinder you from going to
‘yYour own bed to sleep at night; but I will have

nothing more to do with you; so go out of my study

, immediately. (149/50)

Although Hénry weeps and repents and learns his Latin there is no

mercy for him until he repents of his disobedience to his father and

to God. After these kinds of consequences it seems unlikely that

Henry will refuse to learn his Latin lessons again.

As unlikely as it

. appears that the Fairchild children would have to learn-a lesson like

this more' than once, they seem, like normal children, to always be

getting themselves. into trouble. Their father

has some equally

gruesome punishment apprdpriate for each of their misdeeds. Perhaps

the most famous of these punishments is for quarreling with each

other, and in the heat of the moment expressing a lack of love for

each other. For this sin their father takes Lucy;

Emily and Henry to

see the remains of a body hanging from a gibbet. ‘The man was hanged
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in his own garden for murdering his brother, whom he_ had as a child
been in the habit of quarreling with; when the children protest that
they have heard and seen enough, and that they will never again do
anything but love each other, their father insists on telling them the
entire story, warning them of the' dire consequences -of their
behaviour;

Sunday School.Moraiistsﬁinstructed children in Godly behaviour
every bit as much as the Puritans. Their writing was less sectarian
and addressed a wider audience, although each of these writers had a
‘strict affiliation with one church body. More, Barbauld, Trimmer and
_Sherwood taught children to be moral because morality pleased God.
They taught obedience becauee they believed that Hell had wider gates
than Heaven. . Child characters were docile: khey were objects for
instruction and recéptacles- for knowledge' instead of active
barticipants in learning eiperiences. Amusement was prov1ded for the
child reader because it was expedient -to do so, not because of a wish
to delight readers. Underlying\any lighter moments in the tales is
the threat -of parental<jorv Diuine retribution. Maria Edgeworth

- introduced a system of réwards and punishments for her characters.

Although she advocated experimentation and learning through reasoned
N

éo. -

explanation she believed-that bad behaviour had’ consequences which l

must be paid. For Edgeworth hQWever, morality was practical and not
religious. Children. should be good\n?t to please God but because they -
owed it to their parents, and ultimatély because humanity and fairness

demanded 1t. Although the religious moralists formed characters who

were naughty as well as saintly. their portraits tend to be lifeless .’

Bl
A\



and stilted. This may result from the fact that tutors were'paragons
of virtue the children learned from, and ch11dren were often silent.
Edgeworth's characters are liveller and more dlverse Chlldren
themselves were the;subgects of the storles rather than thelr tutors

and they learn more often through their own experlences than through

the words of others. 1In many of her stories.-in fact the adults are

distinctly removed, and cannot help the’ Chlld in determlnlng moral

behaviour. It is only after the Chlld has made hls own choices that
the adults appear, to hand out rewards or. punishments as the- situatlon

demands. Edgeworth is cr1t1c1zed as ruining her chlldren s literature

. with didactic moralizing. Whlle ‘her moral intent was ever present if”

she is compared with her predecessors and her contemporaries she. 'is
‘ahead in the comparison. While each of the wrlters before her
.offered some small changes in the style of wrltlngcfor chlldren it
was Edgeworth who 1ntroduced the most lasting changes--changes which
were able to free this literature to become.the type which modern
readers recognize. She valued children as delightful, rational and
good. She wished to please them when she wrote literature for themv
-and she did not, apparently, believe that they were all destlned to

Hell if she did not do something to change the situation. She

replaced rellglon and doctrine with justice, truth and humanity.
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1796 and 1801 in order to put!ﬁhe pr1nc1ples of Practlcal Education

°

1nto‘ bractice, in stories which were able to demonstrate their
effectiveness to parents. The two sets of stories were the best
of the ones that.Maria told her brothers and sisters. They had the
distinct édvantage of having already been ‘apppoved by a juvenile
audience when they were published. Critical opinion has alterﬁately
praised and ridiculed thesé stories for children.'\gér charaéters are
éccuSed of being cardboard /figures and her plots are likewise
lambasted aé formulaic and dull. Most- of the criticism appears to
nsider Rosamond and "The Purple Jar" asmrepresentative of th?.best
of Edgeworth's chlldfen s literature. Discussion of this one story is
often generallzed to represent adequate discussion of all of her work.
While it would be futile to argue that her work is not,'in some ways,
formulaic, her literature for children has significantly more.depth of
characterizatidén gnd plot than she is génerally credited with. Most
of the critipism regarding Edgeworth's work seems preoccupied with her
moral intentions--her clear didactic purpose. It seems that Maria
Edgeworth is truly artistic in writing only wggg)she 1s not ‘preaching
at her audiences or forgets her moral design. = One critic suggés;s
that the only characters of interest that Edgeworth created were the
ones not involved in the moral design of a story, the "midway"

characters (Elton 187). Twila Yates sums up this_priticism in the

following way: ///er\\

/



Her entire technique rushes the reader toward a
single preconceived conclusion. Thus her contrast
of black and white characters precludes the
introduction of the reality of moral ambiguity.
The careful delineation of a clear cut cause for
each effect leaves the reader no room for.analysis
or introspection . . . while the absolute meting
out of rewards and punishments denies the reader
“even the small comfort of recognizing the superior
moral for himself. (67) ~ /

There is no doubt that all of these generalizations about character

and plot have some roots in reality, but wﬁag comments such as this
i

: [
suggest is a current YUnability to look beyond moral prejudice. In

order to study the writing of Maria Edgeworth with any justice it

»

.would appear, to me, that she must be studied within her social

fraﬁe@§rk. It is equally obvious to me that we must stop trying to

er artistyy as it would have been had lshe not been so
singufgyly mdralistic and didactic. Maria Edgeworth's moral desigﬁ'is
irrefu;;h;e'and'to try to eliminate‘it from her stories is impossible,
if not H;idiculous. Her reason for writing was to instill the
principles of justice, truth and ﬁumanity into children. Withopt
these principles man's natufe is corrupted by vice, and society
declines instead of improves. Whilg Maria differed from many of hep
contemporéries Aiﬁ? that she did not combine her moralizing with
religion, she shared with them a crusadinngish to improve mankind
through education. The very lack of religious tegror renders Maria's
children's stories more lighthearted.vbut there can be no mistaking
her aeadly seriousness about her task, and about the principles of
education which she held dear. That she was able to combinekﬁhese

. principles with playfulness, and demonstrate them through believable

children in complex situations is her contribution to the growing art
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of instruction through delight. To ridicule her moral design is to

Judge her art by a mbdern standard which has forgotten its roots in’

the catechetical religious tradition of the Pur .tans.

Edgeworth's purpose in writing is perfectly clear in each dne of
her stories. It is not unusual for that purpose to be stéted in the
first pages of the story, providing the centré out of which the entire
story evolves. Often that moral is stated by the children in the
stéries, sometimes by the parents or teachers. and at other times .by
authorial intrusion. The morals are not subtle or difficult to find;
nothing could be more obvious than "Waste Not Want Not" or "Forgive
and Forget." The morals of these two stories are the maxims which
they are namgd after. There is in fact little creativity in any of

the titles of the stories, but these titles reflect the simplicity of

.the tales for children. Her work, like her titles, is clear, concise

and to the point. There are no confusing allusions, no great hiddeu

messages--the truth is always within the grasp of the~ Chlld ‘reader.

. Her directness is an attribute in ensuring her audience's response.

To suggest otherwisgﬂis perhaps to appfaise her children's literature
by adult reading sténdards. Edgeworth herself debatéd how she could
incorporate her moral principles into her children's literature
without destroying the entertainment value of her stories. She was
not averse to criticism in this regard and once called Belinda, the
eponymous hero of one of her novels, a stick and stone figure whén
compared to the genius of another character she was reading about. In
a letter to Mrs. Ruxton she wréte: *

If bnly one instance were taken, the whole story

must turn upon that, and be constructed to bear on

one point; and that pointing to the moral would g
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not appear natural. As Sir Walter Scott said to
‘me in reply to my observing, ' it is difficult to
. introduce the moral without displeasing the
reader,' 'the rats won't g0 into the trap if they
smell the hand of the ratcatcher. ' (19 December
1825)
In the end, although Marla did her best not to dlsplease her readers
she was more concerned that the reader 'got’' the moral.

One of thevcriticisms aimed at Edgeﬁorth is that her nropeneity
is to produce black and whire figures, with no depth of character.
"Lazy Lawrence" is one of the stories sometimes cited to substantiate
this criticism. "Lazy Lawrence" certainly has its good.and bad littln
boys, but it is also an approprlate example of Edgeworth's &blllty to
Create 1nterest1ng contrasting - characters who demonstrate the moral
reality of cause and effect and reward and punishment. The story is
one in which the parent or guardian is too ill to provide sufficient
guidance. and the child is left to surv1ve following;the principles
of educatlon which he has been taught as an\\nfant This is quite a
common theme/fef/Edgeworth, used in "The Orphans," "The Falee Key" and
"The Basket~Woman." Jem, the sick widow's son, sers about to raise
enoughfmqn/y’to pay the rent and save his horse Lightfoot. Being a
"good industirious lad" (7)., he realizes that crying will do him no
good. He is filled with perhaps unrealistie optimiem, hoping that "If
I get ever so little it will be something; and who knows but landlord
might then wait a bit 1onger?" (7). Through his perseverance; good
nature honesty and 1ndustry Jem is able to earn enough money to reach
his goal. Lazy Lawrence is the antithesis  of Jem; he is idle and

eventually is persuaded to crime because of his laziness. Lawrence's

indolence is blamed directly on his drunken father, the ale-house
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keeéer. Jem, whi;e he is industrious and:steadfast in his '‘goal, is a
naturél littie boy and has fond of’play as any little boy could be"
(23)ﬂ Jem makes the mistéke.ﬁyhi}e encduraging Lawrence to play with
him, of revealing the fact that Hé has some money, this in reply to
Lawrence's idea that Jem_envies his wealth. Jem's trustworthy nature
leads him to feveal his hiding place to Laﬁrence, who in turn reveals
it to a robber. |

Edgeworth's characters are belkievable, and_ for a child 'reader

o, U

interesting. The stable-boy is th%ﬁgy*

' black character, and he

is in reality only a prop for the s§é'  han a truly developed,

. ‘_) S Ay
flesh and blood character. Lazy L a believable little boy,

who is good' natured and inclined to boax‘mbney frow his father so

Ahat he can eat fruit, nuts and sweetmeats. Lawrence is living proof
S ' :

to Edgeworth's readers of the great chain of actions based on cause

.

and effect. Lawrence begihé by being a lazy boy, but through that one

75

flaw he learns to be wicked. Lawrence's bad education leads first to .‘

idleness, then to bad vcompany. and finally to wickedness. But
Lawrence is .one of the characters in Edgeworth's view who benefits
from punishment, for one month in the prison at Bridewell turns Bim
into a modei Citizen who is industrious day and night. Edgeworth's
blind trust and naivety about the prison sysﬁem appears unrealistic
but does feflect accupatély herlpersonal experience. in a letter to
Mrs. Edgeworth, Maria described her wvisit to Newgate Women's Prison.

While she uses words like "dreary" and "dull" to describe the setting,

the women, though subdued and almost lifeiess. were clean and

apparently converted by prayer and Scriptureﬁreadingg. She reflects

an eternal, almost unbelievable optimism in her comments:
’ . i
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The gpirit of good is often smothered ‘but never
wholly extinguisheu. .« . .

The actual good done by employing thesé people and

keeping them tolerably happy during this period of

. imprisonment is great and there is hope that many

"when they are set at liberty will continue their
orderly and industrious hablts (16 March 1822)

of all of the convicts (accused of anything from theft to murder) they

only meet one trhly bad, irredeemable old woman: "she is so depraved

-

and so*odiously dirty that she cannot be purifiéd body or mind’."

Jem is -a’ truly v1rtuous little boy, but he is not lacking

“ 5

interegt. His attachment to ngggfoot his heartfelt emotion and his

v

good 1ntentlons produce sympathy in the reader if Jem were simply a

pious, prlgglsh stick frgure it Is doubtful that the reader would care

whether he was able to achieve hls goal. But the cheering section is

on Jem's Side when hlS money, is stolen and the reader wants to witness

-

his reward (a kiSS) for giving hlS Qmangy the 'rent - money. Jem,

’},;3

although virtuous, is the victim. of the vice of others. 0Even his

benefaetor; the lady. requlres almost miraduious proof before she

z .

belleves that he s honest But V1%%%e :does" prevall and Jem' s reward

for being honest and 1ndustrlous is hav1ng his goal reallzed The

.sequence of events by which Jem is able to attain success represents

one arga in Wthh Edgeworth has been Justly crltlclzed After

7

speaking out agalnst fairy tales, she provides a falry tale quallty to

-many of .her happy endings. The lady,” for Jem assumes falry godmother

proportions ~and- the events whlch lead the farmer and the lady to the

money ¥verges on. miraculous. It hlnges on the tlmely arrlval of the

ot

-mllk -wOnlan who has given a snlver penny to Jem and told h1m never to

ﬁ,“ A

part with it. ' The thigves conveniently drop'this coin on their route

3
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to escape, and the milk-woman who just happens to witness this marches

over to: Jem s house in order to cuff him for his dishonesty, at the '

very txne that the lady requires proof of Jem's innocence. There is
littlevneality in this impossibiy coincidental sequence of events, but
they are nevertneless appealing events, and provoke in ‘the child's
wimagination the delightful sense of eptimism which Jem starts out
with. This fairy tale quality resolves msny of the complicated
‘situations which Edgeworth's heroes and heroines find themselves in:
the thrifty saving of a string proves the maxim Waste Not ;%mt Not;
the Basketwoman. with some timely eavesdropping, saves the day for
Paul and Anne, and a notched piece of Qood proves the'villainy of
Piedro in "Little ‘Merchants." As 'Anne Thackeray suggests,

bhilanEhropic manufacturers, liberal noblemen, or benevolent ladies

: alwaysgeppeapfin the nick of time.. ‘ , . !

The mqhgi;of the story is obvious: good parents should educate
B " . N \

their children “to believe that idleness is the rootfdf all evil, and

that industry and hQnesty are always rewarded with good. Lazy

Lawrence has his just reward by being put into pfison and Jem his By'

| X
finding thé stolen money. Jem [ re‘ara is appropriate for hlS

77

) behaviour, and Lawrence S punlshment is Just for “his actions. As is ..

often the ca Edgeworth rarely~lesves the entire story to be t?ld by

r's

her .childre.. She ‘interrupts- the narrative to explain why she -

e

inclgdes in the stor&wthe'portrayal of great¢vice:

PR Here let us pause in our story--we are almost

4 afraid to go on\Fthe rest is very $hocking--our

: :'llttle readérs will shudder as- they read. But it
is better that they shotld know the ‘truth, and see ¥
what the 1d1e boy came to at last. (51)

L
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Here are. the principles of Practical Education demonstrated’ in

reality. . . ‘

The contrasting characters portrayed so well in Lazy Lawrence. are
also in evidence in many of the other stories Francisco and Piedro
in "Little Merchants" reveal g9 similar contrast, although Piedro is a
%ruly w%cked, irredeemable character if the end; Their story iS‘about
honesty an; again :the root of the w1ckedness of Piedro's lying is the
ill education he has received from his father. For Piedro; as for
Lawrence. what ill education had begun, bad company finished, and for
Francisco as for Jem "a good beginning maﬂes a good ending™ (234).
Tarleton. Loveit and Hardy provide. the same character contrast in
"Tarleton " although Tarleton is a truly bad character ’ Loveit is the

obJect of the story here, for he is pulled between”the wicked ways of
. Ao "
Tarleton and the goodness of Hardy. His conscience finally wins him

4

over, and he learns a lesson ‘he will never forget. -These same rich

~ character contrasts exist in "Thé False Key," "The Bracelets," and

]

"The Barring Qut."
In a summary statement regarding all of Maria Edgeworth s
literature Elizabeth Harden crit1Cized Maria s plots as the weakest

part of her already bad writing
: ") Tue
v ~ The,~plots are weighted w1th extraneous details

such asg unnecessary digression, moral
commentaries, elementary explanations, and prosy
preaching -which thwart the flow of the N
‘narratives. . . . Her themeg are oft@h triv1al and '
childish More 1mportantly, they ‘are 'self- ev1dentf
‘and are not; 1n‘themselves suff1c1ent1y complex to .
hold a reader s interest for very long. They fail
to supply motivation to the ploet Mevelopment,, theyf'
do not leave the characters with anything of
importance: to do, and they are not adequate

\
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sources for mystery and suspense, necessary
requisites. to any successful plot organization.
(Maria Edgeworth's Art of Prose Fiction 232)

The plot outline of Lazy Lawrence is adequate to refute thls argument.
Edgeworth s plots are no 51mple matter- they are complicated enough to
delight any child. Her themes may bé.childish.'but then, that was
their intent: lthey were, after all, written for children. "Simple
Susan" provides an appropriate means by which to analyze Edgeworth's
plot structure. It is one of the longest  of the tales, \}equiring
quite an attention span on behalf of her young readers. Most of her
longer stories 'were’ sequential in nature, with 1little necessary
transition from one' to the other. "Simple Susan" is complex and

builds, for the chllo

a keen contlnulng interest in the plot

development throu. “ﬁ suspense and character emotlon 'Simple

iy

Susan is a "sweet teé%eregy“modest. sprightly, industrious" girl who

was the "pride of her village" (48). She is virtuous and rescues her

family frpm impending disaster through her honesty. It is 1nterest1ng

o

that for Susan, as was true ﬁor Jem in "Lazy Lawrence " her success

A 8
'comes about because of her’own 1n1t1at1ve she makes bread when her

mother 1s unable 1mpre351ng the Somers who turn out to be, along w1th
the old harper " her falry god parents Susan is v1rtu0us. but I

believe that she is well loved by the reader, " ag well as by the

yv1llage chlldren She loves her parents is klnd to the other

9

: ich11dren~ and dlthstands MlSS Barbara s w1ckedness w1th 51lence She .

i , ;
is further eéndeared to readers when she refuses to say "Amen" to Mrs

Pmice S prayers for Attorney Case—-"May the blessings " of Heaven .be

4 w1th Hlm" (117). The Cases-—note the allegorical 31gn1f1cance--are

"
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) form of justioe: hé is*emicted from his land because of a flaw in?his“‘

Q‘father be

: . &g o L P
lease. . A < ;', ' ' S I

2
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ﬁ:gly wicked people who earn their Just rewards.- Miss Barbara, whose

cation has been neglected (47) is the daughter of an attorney who,
building himself from nothlng, is the middleman between‘the gentry and
the peasants;n'parbaza. like her father, has delusions of grandeur and
is separated from the poor village children in order to .make her
genteel. = Not helped by, her gossiping maid Betty. Miss Barbara reads
dirty novels and contrivesvto cheat Simple Susan gf her gu1nea-hen.
In the'end she loses her dearest wish, to attend the harper's ball,
because of her greed and a. multltude of bee . stings Her' mock
gewer081ty in glvlng the stolen gulnea hen to the Somers ruins her,
and along” w1th her brother and father she is exiled from the v1llage
She remains unrepentant and the reader applauds, in somewhat sadistic
glge, when she is punished for her wickednessﬁ.by the bee stings.
Attorney Case\iki‘equally wicked, cheating Farmer Price of his
substitutegmoney and attempting to have his leasebforfeited. Case's

reallwickedness though, comes when he bargalns with Susan for her pet

lamb Daisy, allowing her father a, week S continuance so that Attorney-

?-vCase ‘can make a glft of lamb to the Somers Although the attorney has

no pity for the- chlldren who weep for Daisy, the .butcher, whose son
has been befriended by Busan, is unable to kill the lamb. Case is

discovered by the dgld harper-at'the harper's ball and receives his own

v

//_-’

This’ er1es of events leads to a falr amount of simple suspense()

\

adequat to 1n;erest the Chlld reader ’ Susan s mother is ill her
hQnest admlts that he 1s ten days short of the exempt

age for a Militia-man, and must 1nstead flnd elght onﬁnlne guineas for



“ though Susan s gets are restor~d.to her, ﬁgere is 4

her father's fate, untll in’ the éﬁg the old harper’

r

a substitute or be enlisted himself. Susan has " optimism and industry
enough to play the odds and attempt to change what seems to be a
certain future, but her pennies are not collecting fast -enough. The

cunning of the Cases robs Susan of both ‘her cherished pets, the guinea

hen and the lamb, and both seem certain to die to prov1de a tasty meal

for the Somers.. Both of her pets by almost fairy-like interVention,

L LN
ﬁ?san in a .scene about which Sir Walter Scott sald

are- restif‘

3

"When~-the_ ?ings .back the lamb to the little girl, there is

nothlng for l%Qbut to put down tkKe book and cry"'(F1elds 271) Even

r'i'*

<]

’ %ﬂ

.5 of the Prlces by lendlng or g1v1ng them the money necessary to pay for

th%.substltute. Farmer Price is given the new job of collecting the

rents, Arthur. Somers beiné willing to agsume his proper function as a °

3 ' a.

landlord;. Mrs. Price recovers because ofmjoy,»and Simple Susan is to

®

have a new dress!  Edgeworth concluded with this ultimate affirmation'

x"You see at last Attorney Case, w1th all his cunnlng, has not proved

'ﬁt§td§§h over cunnlng dnd avarice.

/sorts of attractive things in thd,shop windows--ribbons, buckles,

a match for Slmplea~Susan"' (222) . Honesty, 1ndustry and affection
Rosamond ' is the best known of Edgeworth's children. -Early

Lessons tells of Rosamond's experiences through a humber of short’
’ !

_storiesfwhich Edgeﬁorth«continued in an 1821 VOlume ' Rosamond and her

- -

mother are most - famous for thelr actlons in, the story "The Purple

‘logical rational ch01ce but blunders because of her‘lmpetu051ty As

Rosamond and her mother are wafklng in the town Rosamond sees all

r

i

s

Jar." “In" thls story Rosamond,,who is seVen years old is faced with a .
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lace. When she asks her mother if she 1s going to buy them, her
mother, ever logical, asks Rosamond why she would buy them. Rosamond
suggests that she buy these pretty thlngs and then determine a use for
them her mother suggests that she would rather determine their use
first.) After seeing the purple ‘jar in  the chemist's shop and
determining that it would make a lovely vase, Rosamond who has a
large hole "in the soie of her shoe, isuoffered this choice b& her
mother: - she will buy Rosamond the purple Jar, or she will buy her a

new pair of shoes. Her mother offers her two pieces of advice before

she completes her choice: the first is that should she choose the jar.

Rosamond will not receive new shoes for the next month; the seconf is
that Rosamond should be sure to check that the jar will be all that

she expects it to be.~'Rosamond. reasoning a little rashl&, decides

2

that/the shoes will last her another month because’ .the month will go -

by quiokly. When she attempts to check this reason w1th her mother,
Mamma's reply ig "Nay, my dear, I want you to thlnk for yourself; you
xw1ll have time enough to con51der the matter whilst I speak to Mr.
Sole" (4y. Dlsregardlng her mother s sound p1ece of” adv1ce Rosamond

announces her choice to her mother but she qualifies it in _the

following way, "I should-like to‘have the flower-pat; that is, if you

won't think me very silly, mamma,"' To which her mother-responds "Why,

as to that I can't promlse you, Rosamond but,  when you have to Judge,

©w &
for yourself .you should choose what w1ll .make ngkhappy, and théﬂﬁlt

<

would not 81gn1fy who thought you 51lly" XQY. When they return home

Rosamond discovers that she has-lndeedtbeen very silly, for when she
St : _ ' ot o

-empties the purple jar, in order to make use'ofdit for:a vase, the Jjar

is no longer pUrpie. Although she offers to return the 3ar "purple
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:stuff and all" (5) in order‘to obtain the necessary shoes. her mother‘

denies her that option and for one month Rosamond must suffer many
d1ff1cult1es and dlstresses (6) because of her 1mprudent choice. The
'._flnal humiliation’ comes.when on the last day of the month, Rosamond's
father refuses to take her to the glasshouse with him because "no one
f must walk slip shod w1th me" (6). _

Many ‘of the other‘ Rosamond stories reveal Rosamond making
choicest being forced to?think for, herself, and having to pay the
rewards:and punishments of;her own thinkiné. Rosamond has been called
‘the‘ best of ;Edgeworth'sh-children and there is no doubt that she
captured the lifelike 'impetuosity and 'eagerness' of a real child.

Rosamond’ is attracted bto 'pretty things and allows her emotions to

overrule her reason on many occasions. In a later story "The

.Birthday Present " she makes ‘what turns qﬁt 1@% be a dlsdained and
W

quite useless filigree basket for her cousin Bell%.whom she does not
truly like but considers silly. Her reason for presenting the basket

is-because Bell. will exbect a gift and, the reader guesses, because

Rosamond would l;ke_ to jolt  her own family into the practice of
Celebrating birthdays Rosamond is a truly rounded genulne Chlld
She is not so full of virtue, for she would rather be' thought well of

for presentlng Bell with a present than demonstrate ‘true gener051ty

like her 51ster Laura who gives her money to the needy_little3girl“:

outside the,ribbon'shop. . Likewise, she is not a, wicked child, for she d

is quick to repent of her flaws and tries her best to make the correct
choices. ' Perhaps the best description o: Rosamond's character is
given in the story "The Rabbit": "Rosarond wearied herself with

perpetual endeavors to please everybody" (45)l Like a child, Rosamond

"



talks incessantly and changes her mind every few minutes "She also

has a real child s habit«of’ maklng excuses. 'Many of these ‘bad habits

are cured in the storles.‘ﬁRos

P

ond learns from her errors, but she

continues to struggle between ason and emotion,“and this Struggle'

- —

\

her to make  ever new wrong—~—choites. Perhaps Edgeworth's

success.fin presenting Rosamond naturally oan QF attributed to

9

Rosamond at sixty. e

Rosamond's mother has assumed monstrous propor&ions in critical

opinion. The woman, who is calm and logical in theﬁstory. becauselshe

v

is also a little cold has been described in the following ways::

You hate the mother: she ought to have glass eyes
and a wooden tail . . . You know she is right, and
you loathe rectitude accordlngly (Darton 142y, -3

Breathes there a child with soul so dead, that
would not to itself have said - 'T hate, I simply
detest that mother of Rosamond' (Lawless 56)

the behav1our of Rosamond s mother about the-
purple jar (is) rather- ‘thb bad. It was really a
mean advantage to take of & child. Another grown
person would have check-mated mamma . . . (Field
270).

While by modern standards Rosamond's mother is. certalnly not Mother of

the Year, Judged w1th1n her own social framework she is not the ogre

~we might at first see.‘ The - mother is a walklng. llVlng example of

£

what a tutor should be if Practlcal Educatlon "and she is not'w1thout’

. her sim11arit1e5=to the tutor . in Emlle. ~ She possesseska.relentless
logic, &nd. she i1s.firm about xn31st1ng that Rosamond “and Rosamond
) only.{.should deal with the consequences of .her own_eunreasonable
thinking. As in most contemporary wrmting. affection‘is a reward

given for good behaviour. Uncondi tional love is not the norm of the

o
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day. Severity was the order of the day and at least in Edgeworth's
. tales only. the wicked children are exiled. The kind of severity

popular in Sherwood, where Henry, when he fails;ﬁo/leafn his Latin
N i iy

lesson, is disowned by his whole family,“ is ' not “to be found in

Edgeworth. It is integesting to note a child's response/to Rosamond s.

-F

mother. Newby relates the follow1ng 1nc1dent.

-

'Tell Miss Edgeworth I do really think that

Rosamond was foolish not to choose the shoes, but

her Mama made her go w1thout them very long. I —

would not have made her } go barefoot more than a .-

week, said one ‘little boy ‘aged four to his

mother. ' (Newby 37)
Surprisingly, Rosamond}s mother receives all of the critieism in this
story. Her father is’ equally as priggish in refusing to take
Rosamond with him because her shoes are not neat enough. Rosamond, in
all tne stories, constantly fears her father's‘dispieasure, while her
rewards are often linked to beingvable fo blease him or spend time
with him. Her father appears to have the memobyﬂof an elepnant. Two
years after the purple jar incident, in'"ThevBirthdaQ Present," her
father tells her tnat the basﬁet in which she has invested so®much
time and money is.as useful as the'purple jar. This is‘not the first
reminder that Rosamond is given either. Whenever she is forced to
make a choice, she is reminded of hef’ foollshness w1th the purgle Jar
.The Jar . rather than &elng a 51mple remlnder beeomes in some ways her
nemesis - N | 7 ‘v“ﬂ
Edgeworth in Rosamond and other stories such as "The thtle Dog
‘ Trusty."v reveals famlly dynamlcs whlch are true to life for many

famllles. In Rosamond Laura is.the younger child's persistent agony,

the perfect older sister. Her'brother 1S not so perfent and ‘displays

85
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very real nasty older brother tendencies such ag laughing at and

teasing Rosamond ‘The children are not carbon copies of one another

In "The Little Dog Trusty", Frank and Robert are ‘brothers, but they
N

are 1nd1v1dual§ with differing philosophies'of life. It appears odd -

that two little boys who grow uh with the same educetien should be so
'different; Frank is brave and confesses hig flaws ' and takes his
punishmenz, while Robert is a coward and lies to escape punishment.
vIn both of these examples Edgeworth demonetratud a perhaps unconscious
ability to represent reality in her education. She recognizes the
individual nature of the “hild, and suggests, ever so vaguely, that
nature may be stronger than the educatlonal theory imposed on the

child. While education and punishment will stop both Rosamohd and

Robert from becoming wicked children, they demonstrate the individual

complexities which make them different from'their siblings, and nct as
easily educated in the ways of virtue.

Edgeworth revealed similar femily dynamics in her stories "Frank"
and "Harry and Lucy." Like Rosamond, these stories survived into
sequelsipublished in 1822 and 1825 gespectively. ‘These stories more
than any éf the others show a 'normal' family education, with all the
experimentation'and scientific facts appended'to euch an education.

?

In many of the other storles mentloned except Rosamond, _the children

-are the primary ch racters and their parents, if they exist at'e}l,

P
P

,play nomlnal roles-in the outccmegof the story. The parents have done

°

ith@lr duty,. or npot done it, by educatlng their children, and the

Tt

.Jachlldren are left to fend for themselves and put into practice the

truths of hgnesty. industry and ‘humanity. In these two tales, as with

Rosamond tﬁévparents are primary characters, active educators  and the
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means by which the children receive their rewards or punishgents. In

these stories the parents are generally upper class and'have_the time

and %Woney “necessary to educate their children according to stern

standards. The other stories, where the parents or guardians are too
poor to educate their.children at. home, require outside, fairy-like

. ¢
intervention for their successful conclusion. Because of ‘this theme.

"Frank" and "Harry &nd Lucy" are less adventurous and more regulated

. ‘c
than the;other storiesQ‘ In many ways they are more for parents than

they are for childremﬁlbecause they demonstrate how parents can - put

into practice school- llke factual information suggested in Practical
&,
Education. The parents do contlnue to teach the more nebulous virtues

of justice and humanitx, but these. are suﬁ@léhented with factual

‘ ' : R .
experimentation. These scientific and practical experiments earned
. 4 . .

the criticism of Walter Scott who suggested thst wood would be»bettef
left to carpenters than wasted on children.

Frank and his mamma are the most Barb&uld—like‘ charactersv_in
Edgeworth. They learn many lessons by ualking outside and discussing
nature. fMany of t?e lessons that Frank learns relate‘directlylto the

principles’ taught in Practical Education. Frank disappoints his

£ ®

father greatly by learning the silly trick of playing with his buttons
when he recites his memory wetk. While his-father is happy to note
that Frank understands what he has memorized, he suggests that Frank
not come te see him again to recite until he has rid himself of his
trick. After some thought Frank is able to Find'a reasonable solution
to his probleu. In "Frank"~ we also witness the conditional love of
the parent. When Frank is disturbing his mother while she writes on

the table, she suggests to him that he must learn to consider the
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.
wishes of others before his own will be considered. She tells Frank
"I am glad to have you with me when ‘you are not troublesome" (214)
When he is troublesome, Frank's mother does not hesitate to tell him
that she wishes to be left alone. Frank is never banished from his
family thoughi like Henry in the Fairchilds. Even when he is naughty

with his cousin, .his punishment is separation from her for a day, not

banishment until he repents. Edgeworth then, while her parents demand

the same strict obedience unreasonlng and bllnd that was demanded in

stories by her contemporaries, "avoids miserable beatings and morbid

deathbed repentances" (Herden Maria Edgeworth 33).

The 1822 sequel to, "Frank" presemts an interesting comparison to

=Shérwdod. When Henry challenges his father's authority by refusing to

learn his Latin he is banlshed not from home- but‘ from social
interaction with his family . Frank "encounters g similar situation
when he is lazy in learning hl; Latin. His father reasons with him at
‘first but after repeated‘fallures Frank has his "day of disgrace"
(77) ;AdJlS threatened with belng sent away from his family to school
The”fear of such a fate gives Frank the necessary impetus to learn his
Latln and he is granted a small reprieve. The difference between the
two stories is in the behaviour of the parents. Mr. Fairchild,
claiming he is God to Henry, is cold end unmoving.' Frank's father is
displeased but his son's disobedience has not led him.to remove his
affection. His insistence that Frank learn‘Latin’is not based on a
need to be obeyed; rather it is based on Frank S own welfare (if he
does not know his Latin when he goes to school, he will be flogged
"Harry and Lucy" was begun by Richard Lovell Edgeworth and Marla

‘

gives her father credit for many of the ideas in the story. Thisvis
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. perhaps rot surprising as N"Harry and iﬂucy" contains the most
experiments and scientifie facts. Harry and Lucy are upper class

1ittle children, who are generally educated separately--Harry by his

father and Lucy by her mether. Lucy is not ‘denied access té'

\
sc1ent1f1c[}nformatlon though, and her father insists, as with Harry.

that she understand and be able%to explaln and answer questlons about

the information he gives her. . 'As with Frank Harry and Lucy's father

also guards _ against allgwing them to become bored with their

education. Their experiments are always cut short while the children

are still enthusiastic and eager to learn. Harry and Lucy go to
4{};} e . . .

‘.:pead Mrs. Barbauld's Hymns in Prose, a reference to

(Y

edueatiena that her other stories .are lacking; this uay
. “iidren's’goodness. In the long run,_while Harry . and
;and sometimes naughty, they are a little bit sviffer
“‘,_;S oghéf” children because they are always guided or
,'.'e§3§?{their parents. Their poorer counterparts, although they
fhavej to' fend for themselyes and have not the luxury of school-

learning,‘do have a freedom that leads to’qore practical experiments

in reality. They would appear to have more fun.

-

Mor=zl and Popular Tales

v

Moral Tales and Popular Tales were q:blished in 1801 and 1804 as
a continuation in the cycle which Mrs. Barbauld had started. Mrs.

Barbauld in Lessons for Children begins the child's educatlon at the

age of two or three. Edgeworth had continued that education with The

Parent's Assigtant and Early Lessons. The moral and pepular taIesv

@
were designed to conclude the education of the adolescent. As such,
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the tales are very simi}ér to the type of stories told in thq earljer

two volumes. The characters are a bit pidpr, with adolescents-

speaking to.rgéders of the same age or adults teaching lessons to

~o, X

adolescents because of remembered errors. The piots are a littleg more
complicated and- the lessons incl®de more moral ambiguities and less
) . X 4 .

direct notions of right and wrong., They are nevgqtheless intended to

teach a moral, énd the moral of the story is sufficiently expléined‘in
@ ; -

the end to require no further comment. Angelina and Forester are the

o

most famous of the characters from these tales. Both characters -

<

exhibit a  flaw which sends them on a quest of sorts. Forester is a
bfave and generous young man who has no apﬁreciation for polite
N\ ° . . -

society. Although flawed .at thé-beginning. Forester learns finally to

N .

live in polite society when 'hz d#scovers that no form or level of

2

societj is perfect. His delusions aboqt being poor are shattered sas

. ' - . \ . v
are his notions about middle class society.  His ropmantic notions of
. ; ¢

society are disproved through an incredibly complex set of" events,

»

fairy-like once again, and Forester is restored to his “rightful

position in society. It is only in this rightful position that

Foreéter .learns how to be truly generous and honest. Archibald

MacKenzie, Forester's antithesis, 1is’ much too taken with the

3

vpreténsionSVOf'socﬁgty and becomes almost criminal in his cowardice

-and avarice. In the end his wbrld-is‘set’spraight but not by the wise
and humane teacher figpbe,bas,id previous. stories. . Forester's new

G .

- wisdom is based upon his own expgriehée and reason alone. Only after

he has worked out his situation for himself is Forester able to -

+

appreciate the wise and virtuous models of Dr. Campbell and his son

Henry: o i ‘ v
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Angelina Warwick like Forester. is not contentlin ‘the society in

-

which she lived. "She felt insupportable, ennui from the want of books

and conversation suited to her taste, . . .,observed with disgust, the
H . ¥

meanness of her companion . , . and feld with triumph the superiority

of her own abilities" (9) .. Angelina's,quest-is to find Araminta, a

novelist whom sheladmired'and,had corresponded with. After a series
of adwentures. instead of.finding the humble, tranquil cottage (12)
which she has 1magined Angelina discovers the true Araminta @her
voice is so loud and her looks so vulgar and there is such a smell
of brandy'—-How unlike the elegant delicacy I had e*pected in my
unknown friend!" (67) The story concludes with the~following moral

lesson:, _
As for our heroine, ‘under the friendly and
judicious care of 1lady Frances Somérset, she
_ acquired that which is more useful to the
! possessor than genius--good sense. Instead of
' rambling over “the world in search of an unknown
friend, she attached herself to those of whose
worth she received proofs more conv1nc1ng than a ¢
- letter of three folio sheets, stuffed with -
sentimental nonsense. In short, we have now, in
“the name of Angelina Warwick, the pleasure to
assure all those whom it may concern that it is s
possible for a young lady of sixteen to cure
herself of the affectation of sen51b111ty and the
folly of romance. (92) “-

* As Marilyn Butler suggests, Angelina's true quest ,is not for Araminta

-

but for "a sanity of judgment ,pased on ner own realism" (134). Moral

. and Popular Tales prov1de education in the form of fictlon for the

adolescent audience. In so d01ng. they provided some of the first

\

llteraﬂure of% its kind to that partlcular age group While

Edgeworth s contemporaries had part1c1pated 1n the ”movement to

~ecognize childhood as a distlnct period in life, the upper ranges of

’
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childhood were'still a mystery for mahy Edgeworth attempts to solve;

the mystery by classifying adolescence as an older period of childhood

instead of the lower range of adulthood " She pnovides these older.

2

children with a unique identity and with a range of practical examples
i o : . ‘

to piace them within her theory of education.
¥ .

Up to this point Edgeworth can be seen as ~having perfected the

use of the moral tale. She presented the ideals of an educational

theory within a framework of stories which-chilé}en COuld_undefstand

-

and enjoy. Her charad¢te

themes and plots are ones which the child

.reader can appreciate or their true-to-life integrity. More than

e

end sectarian preaching took the moral

v

anything her lack of doctri

Edgeworth's sense of fun is evident in many of the_stories. In
"Waste Not Want Not," Hal is absorbed by notions of high society that

Lady Diana_Sweepstakes has put into his head. ' After visitihg with
‘ ' - . : J
her, Hal begins to, use the word "famous" to describe everything that
‘ .

he thinks‘is good. Little Patty, his cousin, after listening to him

for some time finally observes:

But I don'c understand, cousin Hal, why you call ‘ fﬁﬁ
this bow a famous bow: you say famous very often;
and I don't know exactly what it means < a famous

uniform - - famous doings--I. remember you said .
_ . there are to be famous doings, the first of
e September upon: the Downs - What does famous mean?

To thls Hal replies:

0, why famous weans - Now don't you’know‘what @3@ . &
fdmous means? -- It means --- It is a. word that "

people say --- It is the fashlon to say" it ?—« It

means - it means famous. (177§ Qﬂ



When Patty laughs at him and tells him that does nct expiain it, Hal

says that if she can't understand it is not his fault, and everybody
knows but .little chlldren In the end he finally descrlbes " famous"

as "grand" or "fine." The reader chuckles along with Patty-at-this

truly recognizable habit of.pretentious people of using words which’

they do not understand. Hal's fumbling to find an adequate

explanatlon 1s a moment of embarrassment which most readers also

probably share. The humour in this scene is directed against one of -

the characters, and shared by the characters in the story. A
different type of humour is used in "Mademoiselle Panache." Towards
the end of the story, to further nrove the ridiculousness of the

egoverneSs "and her ‘inappropriateness to "teach the Lady Augusta;

¢ ~ T

Edgeworth describes the following scene. Mademoiselle Panache, seeing
a splder on her student s sash "shrieked" and p01nted. Emma attempts

to calm them by saylng that 1t is only a spider, but Lady Augusta,

impassioned by the cries of her governess, shakes herself. until the

spider falls to the ground. . Mademoiselle attempts to kill the
frightened sbider as he "was making)his way as fast as possible frqm
the field of battle" (172). Emma and Helen,v"whose humanity Qas still
proof against Madem01selle Panache " attempt to rescue the spider and
put hlm out the window. - "Just as they had got the ﬁbor splder out of
the reach of its enemies, a sudden gust of wind blew 1t “back agaln, it

N;fell.once more upon ‘the  floor" (Vol 3173)@‘ Madem01selle yells "kill

. A
it" and crushes the spider to death.

Both governess and student are
satlsfled with the results of the incident while Emma and Helen are
slow to forget. The author comments ‘about the entire scene: "So much

for a lesson on humanltyV (173). Tn this scene the author and the

’
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‘audience are the only éhes'lqughiné.-fTherreader laughsrbecause the

author has described soﬁephihg.yepygfamiliap and mundane as a great

battle, furthervpoinfing'du:‘thé'ridiﬁuiougness of the gbverness’s

response. The author invites readers 'go' laugh  at’ two of . the.

-

characters in the écene. but she also invites a type of self-mockery

ol

9

by pointing out the ineffectivenéss of both ‘ the auther and the f

Chafacters to achieve‘the teéching df“a lesson in humanity.

\ Perhabs Edgeworth's ﬁ;nest ‘contribqtion,‘to t@e pursuit‘ of

enjoymenp and entgrtéinment in 'cgildren's litp"v ré .is‘ ﬂhe

introdﬁctiOn of humouf;;.The‘Puritaﬁéfwere sorabéorbed.in‘éaving’souls
. - _ _ o

that they did hot.allow for play, let aldgé for humour. The Sunday

School Moralists were. conscious of the need to attract and maintain

the attention of their audiences through entertainment as well as

.

instruction, but they ,ehtertainéd‘ through plot development and.

character rather than through the devices of laughter. The chapbooks
had introduced a form of literature that appealed to the'imaginatidh
o . . 3

of the audience perhaps more keenly than anyphing prior to it, but

/ . o
there was little humour there aimed directly.at a child audience. Of

all the writers before Maria Edgeworth, Anna Laetifia Barbauld came

closest to humour. ‘While her writing is intensely religious and.'

highly moral in content, the.: is a lightheartedness about‘LesSons:for
-~ ' ‘ ) )

‘Children that is playful. if not humbfous. Barbauld recognizes ih the.

child the capacity for silliness and nonsensé that is not morally
destructive as so many of the comments about fairy tales by her

‘coritemporaries would suggest. Charles, in the first-paft of Lessons

is mischievous and comic, and the motheb_pampers this sense of play '

with such comments:



I have hit my head against the table, naughty ’

.table!
. . No, nod naughty table. silly boy! i
t "The table did not run against Charles. Charles

ran against the table.
.The ‘table stood 'still in its place. (\?)

‘Charles' wooden horse is broke.

Charles has fallen down and broke his head.

Shall I take it te the carpenter's?.

No, silly boy, carpenters do not mend heads. (52)
While thlS is not humour there is here ar acceptance’ of the comic
nature of the cHild ~and acceptance also of a child's” love of
31111ness. . - .

Maria Edgeworth was the first to capitalizef on this love to

l capture the attention of her audience. While comic scenes - like the

ones above are not uncommon in Edgeworth's stories, her real

. ..
achievement in humour is demonstrated in Little Plays for Chilfiren.

.. . o

AN
LN
;o

Little Plays for Children

Maria. Edgeworth wrote Little Plays for Children ‘between 1808 and

1827 when they were published The three plays are probably the most

,neglected and obscure of Edgeworth's work. They are rarely.mentioned
in critical studies of her workand sometimes fail to show~up'in
primary bibliographical listings. Marilyn Butler makes two passing

references'to Little Plays for Children. In the. first shevsuggests

that while Edgeworth never\mastered the art of dramatic writing she
"nevertheleqs continued to write plays for her family's entertainmﬁnt
The second reference is 1n an Appendix 1n regard to her publisher
Other writers seem unaware of these plays, suggesting perhaps that
}they are seldom .read, even as part of a critical study of Edgeworth s

"work. Difficulty in obtaining the book may explain some of this -



‘neglect, but a criti:a}_study of Edgeworth's children's writing cannot_’

be'complete without them. How they have managed to remain. obscure for'

so long appears impossible to explaink for in my opinion Little Plays
' - \

represents some of the best of Edgeworth's writing for children. To
fgnore them with generalizations about her other stories robs

Edgeworth of the real significanceiof her contributtfn to cgildren's

, literature. = - v - ‘;;f . 4 &

The preface to the plays makes~clear from the start that Little
Plays 1is taking a different approach to 11terature than most other
children s books It identifies its comic intentvas well as 1ts

entertainment value. The preface also makes clear Maria's intent to

treat her child readers as capable of making their own jhdgments

‘regarding ‘both the style and the content of: the 'plays._" While

Edgeworth wishes to add the words "Warranted Harmless" to the title,

she recognizes that "it is for young readers to determine whether

these little plays are amusing or not. They--and they only--can

pronounce the sentence which the author most wishes to ada, "WARRANTED
ENTERTAI'NING"’(295)7 The preface is a dramatic enactmegt between a
mother, brother and sister who are deoiding whether or. not they will
buy'the book. The motherlis most concerned that the book is harmless.

. . _ , e
while the children are mostnconcerned about its entertainment-value

Judging ‘from the. children S literature that was available it is. not
difficult to imagine a discuss1on like this taking place at the

booksellers. The conversation pokes fun at prefaces. and at the

-preten51ons of authors who write praises about their own work 1n,

prefaces Prefaces in gener45 are "stupid" and . "there S no believing

them. Be51des, they are always so 1ong” (293). In response to the
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preface"promisfng that the audience has never ‘fallen asleep, the

little boy doubts the integrity of the author's promise, and assures
his™ sister that the author has probably not seen the ones who slept,

for by .
~N

were reading very grand things" (294). The skeptlcél little boy

o~

continueg Ibt the worthlness of the book until the preface tells
him - that the plays made people laugh. -After this discovery he
determlnes that,the book just might be qorth reading, but that he will
judge for himself. Aside *from making a certain comic intent clear,
the preface also demonstrates 'through ‘the interaction between the
ifamily a snhtle shift in the way family dynamics operate. While the
mother’ is busy determining whether the plays are harmless, the
children are not sitting passiyely awaiting the‘verdict.ﬂ They are

active in deciding what they will read and the mother agrees'with the

little boy “that the final Judgment about the book belongs to the boy

hlmself.. Other characters in_ Edgeworth S stories, although only the

upper classlones were concerned with books, do not have this freedom
of chcice. In ﬁFrank" and "Harry and Lucy" the mother decides what
the children wlll-read. At one point she tells the children that
there is nothing-else appropriate for them to read in the book they

have been using. The children do not question her judgment and the

book is storéd away. The chlldren in the preface Sc Little Plays are
more real and llvely than the ones in her storlés They think for

themselveS' they challenge thelr mother's oplnlons. and they demand

- the rlght to be taken serlously

"Dumb Andy"i1s the best of the thtle Plays and my dlscu551on‘

- w1ll centre on it. "Dumh Andy" is the story of an orphan boy who is

-

s own experience "I w I have gone'to sleep. when people .
. ?

97



ey o |
trénelling with fhe. Brénigans, a pair of thieves. Attempting to
arouse the symnethy of the'upper class'children, the Branigens slip
pest the castle gate and deceive the Bridgeman children into thinking

that they are disabled yet honest and worthy rec1pients of charlty

The chlldren attempt to help them by pleadlngk}helr cause to their

parents, but the parents are more skeptical .and urge the chlldren ‘to

devise a plan whereby they can determine the honesty of the beggars

The beggars are discovered and Dumb Andy, the orphan boy, is turned

over to the gatekeepers to educate him properly. As other Edgeworth

a

stories, this play has a moral intent. The moral lesson in the story

is concerned with dumb Andy and his honesty. Andy 1is a pathetic

v

N
little orphan who would much prefer to earn his living by working.

But his association (unwilling but grateful) with the'Branigans forces

! .
him to be dishonest. Andy suffers the pangs of conscience:

Oh! if it was pleasing to Heaven! and if it could
be without offense to these that has been father
and mother to me, when mine was took from me, I'd
like better to follow some honest industry, sooner
nor this cheating life of a dumb beggar. But what
help! could I turn' traitor, or informer - or ° ¢
runaway! -(pausing). No, I can be nothing else-

I must be Dumb Andy. (333)
Cufiously,sAndf’s tragic figure is not ovenplayed as might have been
:the‘Case; Andy 1s consistently portrayed as solemn and battling with
his conscience, but, while he‘is contrasted with happy children énd
fumbling gderdians. he does;mainpainﬁthe sympathy“of‘the reader. As

much . as the play produces sympathy, Andy i1s never the objeét of

laughters; he.is al&éysTtheVObject of'the moral lesson. For Dumb Andy

-

ig not oumb at all, and after he confesses to the Brldgemans, he is

forgiven for his deception because he had no mother or father - "none

(

"
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to teach" him (350). The Bridgeman children are thep grateful for the
. - . . . a
. advantages of education that they have had, and all the-children are
reminded that honesty is the best policy. '
.The gatekeepers are Maréery and Robin, an honest 6&? coupie who
turn the Branigans‘away wren they‘first come begging at the castle

gates. Margery is a good woman who does not judge people and who

allows everyone to have the benefit of the doubt. Accordlng to

Margery, she and Robin have been marrled for forty years "and. not a

“wﬂt‘s word or look ever came betwix' us" (325). The gatekeepers

ide the perfect foil for Winny and Watty Brahigan, the beggar

couple who provide most of the humoﬁr in the play. Unlike the

gatekeepers, the Branigans do not live in marital bliss; they argue:

f
continuously and W1nny tells Watty "I ve no objections in life to

‘being a widow" {(329). The reader first realizes, along with Margery,

L4

that everything is not all as it seéms with the Branigans when Watty,
wbo‘is at first disguised as a blind man, sugéssts that he‘canvsee a
white house in.the distance. After.this bludder Winny mistakenly
wallops Margery with a supposed baby, who doesn't cry, gives Margery a
large bump. and turns out to.be a wooden doll. The*Jranigans hide in
the bushes while they change their disguises and have a rather comical
argument in whlch they ch1de each other to get thelr stories
straight. They finally emerge from the bushes as a- soldier with a

wooden leg. his brave wife who rescued h1m from the battlefield, and

Dumb Andy who supposedly can nelther\hear nor speak

The Bridgeman .children, Ceasa: ‘Tocelln and Bess, are playing on‘

the front lawn of the castle. The chlldren are some of Edgeworth's

‘best:and most realistic child portraits. While they are playing they

99



100

bicker back and forth gently. When they see the beggar couple coming

- . - € .
they are completely duped and their sympathies are aroused. In order

to ensure’ charity for these beggars the children run to their parents
. , . .

“and breathlessly describe the situation. Their explanations . are

rather disjointed'éhd their eagerness to exblain is received most

kindly by theif(pa£ents: Mr. and Mrs. Bridgeman are definitely the

most affectionate and natyral parents portrayed in Edgeworth. Mr.

Bridgeman kisses little Jocelin and, holding Ceasar apd Bess by the

hand, compliments them for' their good nature even though he believes‘

that the children have been deceived. The children interrupt theitr ,

N

. p - . ' . '\ . '
parents and each ch@r on more than one occasion, and the conversatien
. ~— ] ) -

flows naturglly and//;ealistically. en Mergery brings in the
discarded disguises éf'the Branigans, the parents do not automatically
explain the situation to the éhildren; rather, they allow the childrén
‘to reason it out-fqr. themselves. The children determine that the
L1
Branigans aré/;;;;jT\Lut they still believe that Andy is dumb and

~

resolve to helpvhim if he is not lying. Mr. Bridgeman requests that’

the children dévise a plan to detepmi;e if Andy is lying, while he and
his wife go for a walk. The plans that the children devise are‘truly
childlike ‘in their simplicity and their effectivéness; -Jocelin
tickles Andy, Ceasar tries to Staptle him with a_loud'noise; and Bess
trieé to surprise him with a parrot.who cries "You rogue." Andy is
able to withstand all of these tests‘because he has been warned ?X
Winny Branigan. .When the Bridgemans‘o’verwhelmv_"ﬁmi with kindness,
however, he is unable to remain dumb and cries for théiriforgiveness

for deceiving them.
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Compared to the nonsense of Edward Lear or the hopelessly

\ridiculous situations and names in Dickens thlS little play does not
appear to be very funny, but‘ 1t is a delightful contL;a;t to the
.morallzlng and religious threats that had come before it. _For the
first t_;’.me, it encourages the laughter of children, and in encouraging
this laughter opens 'the' door ;_to the silliness and nonsense which
enchunt fthe_\child reader by the next ,fentury. Eldgeworth; ‘while not

~ . .
quite as passionate in her expressions of displeasure over the  fairy

tale, still had her feet planted in what was real, potentially real

and rational. To tempt children to la&?%was a giant step forward.

ke

Whether the laughter provoked the other slightt differences in:

It

character is a question that is difficult to answer. The parents in

"Dumb Andy" are concerned about their children, and even correct them-

/
/

when’ necessary, ‘but they are not the w1se educators who malntaln a

3

~
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formal distance from their chlldren - They partlclpate in d1alogue

with their children and -do not critlclze them f‘or thelr breathless ‘

~

ex01tement pass:Lon or sentlmentallty : They allow the chlldren toi._

reason for themselves, \bht not in the same way that Rosamond is

encouraged to reason. For Rosamond there is always the threat of“.

p)

making a wrong, ‘rational c.h01ce f‘or which she will be punlshed 1n ‘

some fashion. The Brldgemans do’ not fear thelr parents or the .

% R

punishment they might. mete out; they’ simply love the_m,, .and ar_f?;ot =

e

o S - . ] S .
af‘raid “to reveal their lmpetaosity. It is tempting to look at the

‘publication date (1827) and explain away the dlf‘ferences by suggestlng :

that" Edgeworth had a change of phllosophy over tlme But_ the. plays

to her stories, sequels that reflect the same typex of philos;o,:phy as
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the oriéinal tales: "Dumb Andy" was written in 1814 and yet it is far
\

less stilted than her later versions ‘of Rosamond, Frank and Harry and

Lucy. ' Perhaps this can be explained because her admitted intent in
writingvthe later sequels was to complete her father's initial plan,
and to make use of scientific facts ‘and theories‘which he-had written
down and she fel:r were too valuable,fo go unused. Other than these

.three sequels, though, E;Etle Plays for Children is the last of

Edgeworth'a children's stories. The date then does prov1de a poss1ble

explanatlon for Edgeworth s apparent shlft in wrltlng By 1814, and

certalnly :by the .publishing date of 1827 Maria would shave had the

benefit of helping to raise her many brothers and sisters. She also
>had the security of llv1ng’ w1th1n her famlly' circle for at least
' flfteen years as an esteemed older sxster and valued llterary partner
authoress and educatlonallst, Practlcal'eduoation, as it was modelled

juStice[gtrnth and;humanity. was ,a system of education copied by

‘pany. . If at ‘this point Edgeworth decided to switch her tactics,

..slightly she had nothing tollose.' But the lag between the date of

wrlting andpthe date of publication suggests that the plays may have
been 1n1t1ally intendéd only for use -in her own family. This would
also/explaln the sllght shlft in writing style. Yet another possible
explanation for the‘difference in Edgeworth's style is reflected in
_ her letterS»whioh Show an increasing personal awareness of the value
of natural beanty. In 1831 she writes to Fanny Wilson,

The lanes- about thls place are delightful--full

of day-roses and singing birds and every figure we
- meet—-old man, old woman, boy or girl with

pitcher--ass with faggots or ploughman plodding
home--plcturesque-eand even the pigs-~Marlands.

the height of her llterary popularity, she was a sought-after
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« + . I have much more pleasure infinitely more in ?

my old age in the sight of the beauties of nature.

than I ever had in youth. It .seems as if I had

come into the possession of the fortune of my o
" senses late in life and like all people not used

early to riches I suppose I am inclined to make a

sort of parvenu boasting of them. (2 July 1831)

.

Perhaps the "Fortune of her senses" was flrst ev1denced in Little

~ Plays for Children partlcularly "Dumb Andy " Whlle the plays reflect

the same lack of descrlption ‘regarding settings they do reveal a‘

wealth of delightful,\ natural realism 1n characterlzatlon

natural beauty of children is in evidence.

‘ihe

It is important to recognize that "Dumb Andy" is perhaps the only

one of the plays to fall into the _category of a fréer portralt of

reallty and an example of the best of Edgeworth's writing.

"The

"Grinding Organ" and "The Déme School Holyday" are not among

Edgeworth s best writing and would seem to deserve Butler s cr1t1c1sm

r

of haV1ng been part of a genre which Edgeworth did not master

and her contemperarieS) that dispféys, the reality of domestic

s

"The

Grinding Organ" is, however, the ' first children's story (in_Edgeworth

squabbling. Mama and papa, who are 51gn1f1cant1y better than' Mrs.

Ross, are nevertheless nothlng 11ke the revered parents -in Rosamond or

Frank. They argue and shout and do not appear to be very valuable as .

parental’models, And Priscy (Mrs. Ross's daughter) is the worst’

brat

yet to make an ‘appearance in didactic literature. She roars and

_-howls, but in the end her chastisement is causing her mother to

"furniture, and china, and gig, and husband, and captain agd

lose

all"

(321). She does not repent and the reader assumes that she remains

4 -

unchanged. The Haynes, although they bicker beck and forth,

proved to be good parents- through the behaviour | their children.

T

are

Ay

-
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“The Dame School‘Holyd;yﬁ shares a,similar ending, in which th® vices
of the villains are thwarted but not exactly p;nished. Bridewell will
not save -these characters, and they are noﬁ used specifically to spout
méral lessons. When Felix in "The Dame School Holyda&" is unable to
déstroy the party ahd play of the minister's childpen, he is provoked
ahd leaves, but the only moral suggested is ;Handsome is that handsome
dées" (387). There is something almost unfinished about these two
tales after having witnessed.Edgeworth wrap the rest of her ston@gs in
neat moral packagés. But her lack of'ﬁﬁralézing and her qangling
conclusions, whére ;he.readers are left to tﬁfgk what the; will, are
f‘even less satisfying than her moral endings.

'Althouﬁh 'all of the‘ piay; differ sl{ghtly from her other
childfen's stories, they do‘ not deny Edgeworth's philosophy of
edu@atiag. IR "Dumb Andy" in particﬁlar. she appears to be every bit
as eager ﬁo eéch children about tﬁe virtues of justice,-truth and
humanity. 'Her.methods do seem‘to ﬁave changed sﬁbtly thoggh. and the

.characters, although never the cardboard mannequins that critics
accused them of being; became more natural, lively and true to life.
They - “lect the Maria Edgeworth witnessed in the letters rather than
the author who was:ever‘aware of her duty.to instill moral lessdns.
Maria loved children aﬁd erjoyed playing and Qtalking. "nonsensé' and
sense" with her brothers and sisters. She knew children so well
because, in her own words, she would "lie down and let them crawl over

. h
me" (Newby 36). Her ° :ters descfibe little children whom she met in

R

her travels and en; vea; they often mattered move to her than the

opinions of her best ritics. Her sister Harriet wrote of her:

o
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»
How astonished some of her so%emn admirers wouid .
be if they were to see her r ling with laughter
at some egregious folly and £till more would some
of the brilliant wits be sunﬁrised at the quantity
of fancy and talent she wastes on us. (4 June 1820
Fb Harriet Butler)

At the age'  of fifty-eight, Maria describes Her‘ life to Honora
Edgewotth. "We run in and out, and laugh and talk nonsense; and every
little thing amuseé us tégether: the cat, the dog, the hog, Mr.

' Barry, or a p%rachute blown from the dandelion" (3 September” 1826 to
T §
Honora Edgeworth). These are the words of a woman who understood the

] 32 N . , B ¢
"~ universal and timeless nature.of the child as a creéture of delight.

Portggying the child, shamelessl&f as a creature of @el'
catering to that ﬂgiure are among Edgeworth's greaﬁe;t contributions
éo the art of lchildren's literature. . She inheritéd from her
predecessors p"bleak perspective of the chiid és sinful by birth.
Wi%h Rousseau's umderstanding of the innately gdod‘ child as
background, she undérstood the changiné world not through a severe and
dogmatic _rel&gious perspective' but from an Cptimistic rational
perspective. When criticized by H;r contempbraries as abandoning
religion she ,resisted the temptation tq"fold‘*to peer pressure and
maiptained her belief that while religion was important, and at the
root of all her theory, it was in the‘end a personal choice. Her
writing épood a’'greater chance of serving a broader audience while'it
remained non-sectarian. Edgeworth wasrnot'the first children's wfiter
who saw the need to amuse children as well as to instrqct them, but
she was the first'writer to remove literature for children from the

ko £

stifling forces of church doctrine and fear-filled religion. Her

stories for children reflected dire consequences for inhumane

X

~



. behaviour, but the consequences were never as severe as the hell-fire

and damnation promised by the Puritans and by many of  her
. « {
contemporaries. Edgeworth substltuted practlcal for rellg 0usS

- 106

moralityf Justice, truth and humanity were the touchstbnes of t?at.-

practical moralityr Without those' principles society degenerated into

. H
vice. -

Edgeworth, in attempting to amuse her child-readers, introduced

: ; W
the first humour into children's stories. . Her lively, realistic

‘characters are not wooden with. fear. Instead, in . comparison to the

writing prior to her time, - Edgeworth*s characters are vibrant and

4

Joyful. Hav1ﬁg broken the. hold of dogmatlsm which 1mpr1soned

chlldren S llterature..Edgeworth freed children's tales to move on.to

what they become in Catherlne Slnclalr Charles D1ckens and Edward

Lear--unadulterated nonsense dnd fairy-tale imegination.
Maria Edgeworth- was highly regarded in her own _day as an
- N P

'authority-in the education of children. Her stories.were popular not

only in'England, but also in France and America, and while she did not

particularly'enjoy London‘society she was welcomed there. In 1840 she

writes:

I have chosen to go at this quiet time of year as

™M I particularly wish not to encounter the bustle

and dissipation and lionizing of London. For tho'

] I am such a minnikin lion gow, and so old,

i literally without teeth or claws, still there be,"
that might rattle at the grate to make me get up
and come out and stand up to play tricks for them
--and this I am not able or inclined to do. I am
afraid I should growl--I never could be as good-
humored as Sir Walter Scott used to be, when
rattled for and made to come cut and stand on his

hind legs. (19. November 1840 to Mr. Ticknor, s

Professor at Harvard University) S



Edgeworth recognized the acclaim which she had éoﬁieved,in her own day

and although she was gratifiéd by>it, she did not seek it.

Why is it then, that a wriger'so popular in her own day could
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fall so far into obscurity so quickly? 1In 1905 Alfred Ainger lamented .

that'people no longer reoognizeé Maria Edngopth or her work. In 1988
the situation has not improved. Maria Edgeworthlgained acclaim as a
writeo of children's books in a period when she was able to gain
superiority over her contemporaries. Althoogh Bafbauld,‘MOre,.Tpimmer
and Sherwood Qere popular writers,‘tﬁey appeéled only to a striotly
‘religious audienceﬂ ‘Edgeworth broke out oflthe mold of the religious
'moral‘writérvand perfected -the use .of the mc -al tale'fo instruct and
entertain ohiidren. Although  greater numbers of”'writers were

directing the . efforts to the child audience in Edgeworth's déy;than

in Janeway's or Bunyan's, the writers who followed Edgeworth were more

" .numerous still. A market which was still fresh and in some ways -

untouched (Barbauld was the first to write for age two and three) was
soon to be overwhelmed wiéh writers and stofies offering all sorts of
differént literature.. Because of changlng social and religious times,

many of the writers who followed Edgeworth and her contemporarles were

‘not bound to a doctrlne of either religion or ‘morality which

predetermined the purpose. of their wrlting With the acceptance’ of
the fairy tale and of nonsense ‘into chlldren ] llterature, writers
were able to appeal to the 1maginat10n and fantasy of the child reader
in a way whlch was not p0551b1e for Edgeworth.

The same reasons for which Edgeworth fell‘into obscurit&ksuggest
perhaps that she must remain there. The modern child is not content

A8
with only books when he-has at his fingertips an assortment of visual
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media to egtertain and, possibly.-iﬁstruct him. 'Television, videos,
and music inundate the modern child with ideas. images and subliminal
sugges;ions: Moral tales simply cannot éompete. Agide from the book
form in which.they exist, the ideas about parentingfand education afe
outdated by moderp sgandardﬁ. Whilé it may not be fair to judge
"Rosamond's mother foo harshly within her social framework, in today's
~world Rosamond's mothér‘would stand a good chancé of being repérted to
‘ socigl services. Edgeworth was able to appeal to'éhild readers in her
own day -Because hér true-to-life characters modelled ‘' virtuous
behaviour -in situations which the reader recognizéd'vaS» r;al or
potentially rgal. Edgeworth's qséraéters no 16nger ha§e the same
appeal. 'Whi@e many of the 1éssons that Edgeworth teaches are
timele;s, and ‘while many of the-emotions she evokés are universal for
children, they are wrapped within‘characters who live in the early
1800's, not the late 1900's.

| It is necessafyf for critical study to recognizg Edgeworth's
genius. Although Edgeworth réceives significantly more attention than

some of her predecessors a@d contemporaries, there is still much

critical scholarship that cén be done. Little Plays for Children,.

which in my opinion is pivqfal té understanding the entire scope of

Edgeworth's work for childfen. is sadly neglected. Most critical

el

opinion.is\gfsed on genérglizations extracted from studying ﬁosamond.
These genéralizations aré not adequate explanations and tend to
promote rather than prevent Edgeworth's fall into greater obscurity.
,_Perhaﬁs our»first step’in "prescuing" Edgeworth's "stranded ghoét" is
"cheAfecognition 9f~her worth to the common reader. Edgewdrth was

recpgnized by contempdfary readers as pffering valuable insights into
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the educ¢ation of chilaren. She was recognized by contemporary child

readers as one who provided entertainment and delight; Today's common

109

readers do not recognize"Edgerrth, but they enjoy the freedoms to

which her literature led. In this way, then, perhaps the common

reader, uncosrupted by literary prejudices and the dogmatism of
. ’ § .
learning, can still bestow "all claim to poetical honouts" on Maria

Edgeworth. : e “

<3
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