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“It is my habit to give an account to myself of tbearacters | meet with: can | give any true
account of my own?"Theophrastus SucB). Literary criticism has never really known what

do with Impressions of Theophrastus Su¢B79), George Eliot's last published work, a
compilation of character sketches, essays and mgi@phy unified by the voice of failed author
and bachelor Theophrastus. As Nancy Henry, onbeofaw critics to pay the work any serious
attention, writes, confusion is understandable, ifdithere is no plot, or development of the
characters from chapter to chapter, where is tiheremce and how do these seemingly random
and puzzling elements fit into the whole of the k&r(ix).! Generally speaking, this peculiar
work has been ignored, except for the occasionalassan autobiographical source on Eliot’s
early childhood and the odd pairing with Eliot'slesst published prose work, a series of short
articles that appeared in t@®ventry Herald and Observentitied “Poetry and Prose, From the
Notebook of an Eccentric” (1846-47). However, tharing, although often made, has never
been properly explored. Rather, it has been usadnasans to re-affirm the individual relegation
of the texts from the canon of Eliot's works. Tleasons for this are apparent: unsuccessful on
publication, connected by an undoubtedly inadvédgmmetry, the similarities of form that link
them have been viewed as nothing more than faikgerenentations and as such have been
treated as aberrations that criticism can safdyasiele without much exploration. The question

of what Eliot was attempting to achieve with suckpeximents and in what way these



experiments relate to her other works have nealyrbeen properly asked, let alone answered.
The difficulty of answering such questions has béesmed to be not worth the effort. However,
as we shall see, it is the very difficulty in degliwith these texts that make them of prime
interest, not just to our understanding of theseidddly minor works in the Eliot canon, but to
our comprehension of her better-known, narraticédin, such aghe Lifted Veil(1859), Silas

Marner (1861) anddaniel Deronda1876).

The difficulty is primarily a matter of form. Bottexts suppose an “editor” and an
“author” whose voices unite a series of theoridgtches and reflections. Both begin with
sections relating to the character of the authot, énd abruptly, without any concluding
reference by the editor, or self-reference by thtb@. Each section within the texts stand almost
wholly independent from the other sections, andlevtiie sections are connected thematically,
this connection is not always overt, but depentiseraupon a subtle by-play of ideas. The label
of journalism goes some way to resolving such difies in “Poetry and Prose”, but not in the
case ofTheophrastus Suchwhich was published in the form of a book. Moregvthe
teleological expectations raised by the introducs®ctions remain a persistent problem in the
interpretation of both. The label of journalism yides some explanation but cannot give to the
series the coherence of a whole. Without such euttey; the questions regarding what Eliot was
trying achieve in these texts and regarding thatimel between these and her other texts are

difficult to resolve.

Because these texts have been so uniformly regardedaberrant, as experimental

deviations, the first place one tends to look foesolution is in that deviation. This, however, by



implication makes narrative claims upon Eliot'®l&nd career that one might be hesitant about
making. It leads to an over-writing of her work vihe idea of the return. The regrettable lack of
source material regarding the compositionrbeophrastus Suctasts doubt on the viability of
such an approach. If, however, one looks at thestesot as aberrant, but as part of the larger
pattern of Eliot's oeuvre, possible resolutions egop The particular difficulties of form that
‘Poetry and Prose’ antlheophrastus Sugbresent tend to obscure the fact that “difficulsyid
“form” have been words associated with virtuallyegw work Eliot ever produced. Far from
making the texts aberrant, it in fact unites theithworks to which they apparently bear no
resemblance. It is in this unity that the posdileti of what Eliot was trying to achieve and the

related nature of the texts finally appears.

For Eliot form should be judged by its complexiand the more highly differenced,
diverse and varied the form the higher she value®he related it to both the organic and
experiential, and bound unity to difference. Sh&lhbe highest form as akin to the highest
organism. The unity of her works is the unity oé thuman. In this light, the answer to the
guestion of what she was trying to achieve in thesgks becomes obvious, and is provided in
the opening line of the text. It is simply the traecount of an individual, which, for Eliot, can
only be provided through a form both complex anghhy differentiated. Referencing F. D.
Maurice, Andrew Miller writes that the central pceapation of the Victorian age was “How,
exactly, do | come face to face with my intern&?’ (“Reading Thoughts” 86; Maurice 18).
This is reflected in Eliot's work, most particukarin her experiments with form, and most
definitely in the particular mode she adopts inéfp and Prose” an@iheophrastus SuchThe

display of thinking is what Eliot can be seen gty to achieve or alternatively as what results



from the conjunction of variety of highly differeed¢ forms held together only through the
relation of voice. As such what “Poetry and Prosed Theophrastus Sugbresent is a dialogue
of form, that is not so much about what is thoughéaid but ways of thinking and speaking. It is

in the idea of dialogue that the texts finally gaoherence.

I. Thought

Andrew Miller's case for the Victorian obsessionttwthe display of thinking is a convincing
one; moreover, it is particularly pertinent in teda to Theophrastus Suchnd “Poetry and
Prose”. It coincides with the fundamentals of Efi@onception of form as outlined in “Notes on
Form in Art” and with the dominant concerns of th&ts, such as sympathy and perfectionism.
Importantly, it links in with Feuerbachian ideasoabthe basis of consciousness with can be

seen to underlie much of Eliot’s work.

Miller holds that for Victorians the primary condi of their modernity was their
isolation. The thinking of others was viewed notlyomas naturally obscure but possibly
inaccessible. As a result, they became preoccupitdthe idea of the mind of the other. Their
fear of isolation resulted in a desire, even a néedeveal themselves thinking and to watch
others reveal their thinking. At the same time, I&filargues, the watching of others’ thinking
was held to be formative of the self. He linksoitthe perfectionist narrative of the perfection of
our humanity through the imitation of “exemplanhets” (“Reading Thoughts” 90). He relates
this to Feuerbach’s conception that consciousrasstherefore humanity, is intrinsically based

on the recognition of the other, “where there ighm, there is no I’ (Feuerbach 92). One of the



primary figures in Miller's argument is Eliot, whianight explain the heavy emphasis given to
perfectionism, sympathy and Feuerbach. Howevepitiebeing one of the few critics to have
dealt in any depths witfiheophrastus SugimeitherTheophrastus Suamor “Poetry and Prose”

feature in his argumenit.

Both “Poetry and Prose” antheophrastus Sudiocus on figures of isolation: the author
figure in “Poetry and Prose”, Macarthy, is a baohelintellectual and eccentric, as is
Theophrastus. They are failures in a materialisinse and live a life apart from “the weary
labourers in the treadmill of society” (“Poetry aRdose” 16). Both have found it difficult to
bond with their fellow man. Macarthy, because “smnsibility was too acute for special
friendship” (“Poetry and Prose” 16), and Theophrasbecause ‘my awkward feet are against
me’ (Theophrastus Such). While Macarthy has a “bleeding compassion”Ha fellows, their
thinking is clearly obscure to him, for it is sommety entirely distinct from his own. His friend
and editor writes that “his sympathy with mankindsathat of a being of analogous, rather than
of identical race”, that “he seemed to have a pneterally sharpened vision, which saw knots
and blemishes, where all was smoothness to otlfé?eetry and Prose” 15-16). For Macarthy,
reaching out to another being required an effodt arstruggle: “I have known him to walk back
a hundred yards to give a consolatory pat on tla& be an ugly cur, which he thought the had
repulsed too unkindly; though all the while feelithg direst aversion to the ill-favoured brute”

(“Poetry and Prose” 16). This is Macarthy, at lesshis editor portrays him.

Equally, for Theophrastus establishing connectisitis others is fraught with difficulty:



| occasionally, in the glow of sympathy which endad me and
my confiding friend on the subject of his satisi@act or
resentment, was urged to hit at a correspondingresqce in my
own case; but the signs of a rapidly lowering pulad spreading
nervous depression in my previously vivacious Iotartor,
warned me that | was acting on that dangerous adsng “Do as

you are done by"Theophrastus Suchl).

Try as he might, Theophrastus cannot establislgaal@nd reciprocal relationship with another
human being. Rather, he gets caught up in a sstfig#ive parody of sympathy, in which he is
“at the point of finding that this world would beowh living in without any lot of one’s own”
(Theophrastus Suchl). He has become isolated to the point of nastexce. What Miller
terms the Victorian fear of isolation can find netter embodiment that in Theophrastus’s
bachelor state, nor, as has been seen, a bettempkxaf how that fear results in a “desire to

explain myself” Theophrastus Suctil).

The pertinence of Miller's framework to these textswever, does not end there. The
idea that the thinking of the other is formative thre creation of self-identity is of central
importance to the texts. Beginning first with “Pgetand Prose”, the concern with the
relationship between the self and the other intilato thought is immediately apparent. The
series consists of five short prose sketches, fantvof better terminology. The first sketch,
entitled simply “Introductory”, features the reftems of a mourner at a graveyard on his

recently deceased friend Macarthy. The next foetdles are fragments chosen by the mourner



from Macarthy’s notebooks, which he left to hiefrd to do with as he liked. At the heart of the
series then is the relationship of the two voidhs, mourner and the deceased, the apparently
worldly friend and eccentric recluse, the editod &ime author. The question of where one voice
ends and the other begins is central to the taxto® level, the series seems to comment on the
gap between how our friends think of us and howtkmek of ourselves, in the distinction
between how the narrator/editor views Macarthy hod Macarthy reveals himself in his own
words. On another level, it seems to speak to tsitipn of the other and his thinking in the
composition of the self, in the manner in which tharrator/editor is constructed through
Macarthy, both through his introductory sketch cdddrthy and his editorship of the pieces that

follow. At both levels, the relation to Miller'sdmework is evident.

Similarly, the positing of an editor and an authoiTheophrastus Suatonnects the text
to the revelation of thinking in the self and theey. The editorial voice ifheophrastus Sugch
however, is a silent one, creating a different dyicafrom that explored in “Poetry and Prose”.
Like Macarthy, however, Theophrastus resigns allgroto this editor, charging him with the

posthumous publication of his sketches:

| leave my manuscripts to a judgment outside mygimeation, but
I will not ask to hear it, or request my friendgmnounce, before |
have been buried decently, what he really thinkegfparts, and
to state candidly whether my paper would be mostully applied

in lighting the cheerful domestic fire [...] will oplask my friend



to use his judgment in insuring me against posthusmmistake

(Theophrastus SuctP-13).

Both Theophrastus and Macarthy demonstrate a desgpesdesire to reveal their thinking to the
world, a desire which is as much proved by the feat accompanies it as it is counter-acted by
that fear. But what they reveal in the end is hefrtthinking alone, but also the thinking of their

editor.

The question of the editor’s relationship to thet e an interesting one. In “Poetry and
Prose”, the editor not only reveals his own thigklvut attempts to merge it with Macarthy’s,
claiming that their hearts “’had formed one steff?detry and Prose” 16). He sinks himself into
the revelation of another’s thought, and displdnya sinking. InTheophrastus Sude editor’s
willingness to reveal Theophrastus’s thinking istifeed by the presence of the text, but the
editor's voice remains silent. It is through Themdtus alone that the reader knows of his
presence. For the reader the editor is constitéitesh Theophrastus and his thinking, and
equally, Theophrastus’s thinking as it comes tort#eler is constituted in the editor’s thinking.
This, after all, is the role of the editor. The msiof his censorship cannot be identified. In both
cases, the author-editor dynamic demonstratesettiprocal cycle of thought between self and
other, bearing witness to the idea that “where ethisr no thou, there is no I”, for one is

necessarily constituted in the other. We as reatiemsot separate them.

Miller's “exemplary other” is perhaps harder to &e in the texts, at least in

Theophrastus Suclin “Poetry and Prose”, it is introduced in thenfoof the artist in the article



“How to Avoid Disappointment”, and then again iretform of the idealized child in the third
article in the series, “The Wisdom of a Child”.the fourth article in the series, it is embodied in
the nymph Hieria. In the fifth and last articledisappears. The character sketches that constitute
the bulk of Theophrastus Sugchhowever, tend to focus on the less than exemplahe
exemplary other is located not in Theophrastusés@mt day social acquaintances, but in the
past, in the future and within. Theophrastus, aracathy as well to a certain extent, hold
themselves up as exemplary others in the revelatiaheir thinking processes. In regards to
Macarthy, it is questionable whether it is he @& éditor friend that is motivated by this desire,
but the idea of exemplarity and its deconstruct®evident nevertheless. In Theophrastus, the
desire to be exemplary is clear. The need to “nmakehat | preferred cutting a bad figure, and
that | liked to be despised, because in this wagg getting more virtuousTheophrastus Such
9) can be seen to be clearly related to the désira “multitudinous assemblage, as in a picture
of Paradise, making an approving chorus to theeseet and paragraphs of which | myself
particularly enjoy the writing” Theophrastus Suct?). Moreover, it is coupled to the belief that
“there is a loving laughter in which the only reoamed superiority is that of the ideal self, the
God within, holding the mirror and the scourge dar own pettiness as well as our neighbours”

(Theophrastus SuciB).

This brings us to the most evident relation of Bt theory to the texts, the manner in
which they display the thinking of their speake&sthe conclusion of his first chapter, “Looking
Inward”, Theophrastus writes “I make myself a chatb write, and keep the pleasing, inspiring
illusion of being listened to, though | may sometsmwrite about myself"Theophrastus Such

13). As Nancy Henry has suggested, however, thdhghchapters that follow are mostly



dedicated to the delineation of the charactersubhas, what in fact emerges is the author
character, for the delineation of the charactexeaks far more about Theophrastus and his
manner of thinking than it does about the individefzaracters: “Criticism comes from within
and without in the form of a double-sided mirrolchap to those around him, but ruthlessly
reflecting his own image back to him” (xviiimilarly, in “Poetry and Prose”, when the articles
are taken as a series, the questions asked terthte to the definition of Macarthy’s character,
not to his subjects of discourse. It is not theutitd but the thinking that is of significance in
these texts. The display of thought is readily eedd; it is the display of thinking that takes
something more. Thus, Andrew Miller argues, thevasive utilisation of casuistry by characters
in Victorian novels, which actively demonstratee thinking of the characters rather than their
thoughts (“Reading Thoughts” 91). In “Poetry ando$®” and Theophrastus Suchthat

demonstration is created by the complex and divass@guration of form in the texts.

Il. Form

“Poetry and Prose” is, in terms of form, a compkaxd varied series of texts. So, too is
Theophrastus Suchiror Eliot, this was the highest accolade a textict receive: “Forms of art

can be called higher or lower only on the sameggpla as that on which we apply these words
to organisms; viz. in proportion to the complexitythe parts bound up into one indissoluble
whole” (“Notes” 435). The highest organism knownran is, of course, man himself. The
greatest achievement one could aspire to in forem thvas the approximation of man, the

semblance of a thinking being. This can be sedliot's conception of form, which unites it to

10



consciousness, through the homage it pays to Factl@dn conceptions of consciousness as the
simultaneous recognition of thou and I, and morpartantly, in its conception of form as “an
element of human experience” rather than as quigitgrent in the object itself (“Notes” 432).
For Eliot, form and thought are necessarily uniteat, what unites them is ideas of diversity,
complexity and differentiation. It is thus that &ls varied and differentiated use of form can be

seen as attempt to capture and display human tignkiocesses.

Throughout her career, Eliot struggled with herag@ointment at what she saw as a
critical misunderstanding of her works. She resgthe manner in which, as James Benson puts
it, “they fragmented the unity of her works” (4290 Madame Bodichon she complained that
she meant everything iBaniel Derondato relate to everything else (Haight 6: 290); F. R
Leavis's divorce of what he termed the Gwendolemld#a section from the Deronda section
would have been unlikely to have pleased her (1ZRjually all of her works, at one point or
another, have been subject to critical commentgheir lack of unity, their fragmentation and
the strange and incomprehensible nature of themm.fcEven Middlemarch which is now
generally regarded in terms of the density of édatedness, was held to be “a treasure-house of
details, but [...] an indifferent whole” when firgsued (James 358). Those who praised it in its
serialisation speculated that “the arrangementhefgroups, their mutual connexion, and their
relation in perspective, may provoke criticism whige who are under the immediate influence
of gradually progressive story can hardly appreiéEdinburgh Reviev246). The problem was
that the critics often had a different understagdafi form from Eliot. She herself recognized
this, and it seems to have been a large part oflogivation in writing an outline of her ideas on

the subject.
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In “Notes on Form in Art”, Eliot writes that “it nat be more fruitful to ask, what
relations of things can be properly included unttee word Form as applied to artistic
composition, than to decide without any such presimquiry that a particular work is wanting
in form” (“Notes” 432). As James Benson has shoivwas the discussion of her work, without
any attempt to establish such an inquiry that faietl Eliot, for she believed that if her critics
took the time to consider, as she had, the nattiferm, the unity of her works would soon
become clear to them. Eliot wrote that “Fundamdytdbrm is unlikeness, as is seen in the
philosophic use of the word Form in distinction nfroMatter; & in consistency with this
fundamental meaning, every difference is form” (t&kJ 432-33). Or, in other words, form is
the recognition of difference, for our apprehensodnt is based in our ability to conceive of
identity and non-identity, of likeness and unlikesie For Eliot, we cannot conceive of one
without the other, for as she goes onto write, Hwthis fundamental discrimination is born in
necessary antithesis the sense of wholeness” (8\d83). The point to note here is not just the
manner in which Eliot formulates likeness in unfikss, unity in difference, but the general
conception of form as a method of thinking aboutterarather than as an attribute of the matter
itself. The words that Eliot uses, such as “sesal “discrimination” and “antithesis”, pertain to
ways of thinking and to the human experience, whighwvhy she can bind likeness and

unlikeness as part of the same cognitive movement:

As knowledge continues to grow by its alternatimgcesses of

distinction & combination, seeing smaller & smalierlikenesses

& grouping or associating these under a commonnéks, it

12



arrives at the conception of wholes composed ofsparore &
more multiplied & highly differenced, yet more & mgoabsolutely
bound together by various conditions of common Hédss or

mutual dependence (“Notes” 433).

What Eliot describes here is a process of thoughthich the awareness to similarity or likeness
is proportionate to the understanding of differetéhe extent that it comes to be seen as an
effect or result of that difference. In this vie@liot seems to be following Feuerbach, the
German philosopher whodée Essence of Christianighe translated in 1854, and whose work

has long been held as among Eliot's greatest infles.

Miller quotes Feuerbach’s statement that “whereethe no thou, there is no I”, but the
guote is taken out of context, and in the origteak refers to the distinction between the sexes.
Moreover, it is a sound bite, and does not expl@oerbach’s reasoning. Feuerbach begins by
guestioning the distinction between man and biTite. essential difference between the two, he
finds, is consciousness. However, he argues, asdstthe key point, this difference is neither in
the consciousness of the self as an individualimdine discrimination of the senses, nor in the
perception and judgment of outward things. Feudrladiributes these forms of consciousness to
animal as well as man. The difference for Feuerligehan’s consciousness of himself both as
an individual and as part of a species: “Man isdalhat once | and thou; he can put himself in
the place of another, for this reason, that to hisnspecies, his essential nature, and not merely

his individuality, is an object of thought” (2).ift man’s ability to see himself as a differenoati
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of a single base principle, to understand his ovfierence, and therefore his place in a larger

whole, that raises him above the level of beasts.

Put another way, Feuerbach writes, “I am a subjextjst, whether | be wise or unwise,
good or bad. To exist is to man the first datuncomstitutes the very idea of the subject”, but
“thou art a subject only in so far as thou art anho subject; the certainty and reality of thy
existence lie only in the certainty and realitytlogy human attributes” (18). The point being that
the subject is both the self and the human, eaethath can be conceived of separately but are
at the same time indivisible. That which distindngéis man from brute is his awareness of this,
that the human, in other words the conception lbéis, is an indivisible part of the self, thus the
sound bite, “where there is no thou, there is nd~fbm this recognition, in the Feuerbachian
conception, follows all human thought. It is hiswtmtion that, whether we know it or not, this

recognition of the mutual dependence of likenessuaniikeness underlies all our ideas.

In holding form as an element of human experiera®,a way of thinking, it is
unsurprising then that Eliot, for whom Feuerbacls wach a guiding influence, should basis her
conception of form on the indivisibility of likengsand unlikeness. Moreover, in studying
Feuerbach’s ideas in greater detail, Eliot’'s foratioh of form as a mode of perception and a
way of thinking becomes more apparent. The primafcthe human in her conception of form
also becomes obvious. While the perception of f@ngiven as a specific means of thinking
about an object, the creation of form is held akira display of that thinking, or of the being

who thinks.
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The human organism comprises things as diversénadiriger-
nails & tooth-ache [...] but all its different elemsror parts of
experience are bound together in a more necesdaolemess or
more inseparable group of common conditions thambsafound
in any other existence known to us. The highesini-dnen, is the

highest organism (“Notes” 433).

The highest organism in Eliot’s view is clearly theman. In aspiring to the highest form then,
the artist is aspiring to the human, and in Eliainition the human is “the most varied group
of relations bound together in a wholeness whichirapas the most varied relations with all
other phenomena” (“Notes” 433). It is under the ywhasuch definitions that the unity Eliot was

so adamant about can be seen in her works.

For example, Henry James’s criticism Mfddlemarchas diffuse can be countered by
contemporary criticism’s praise of Eliot’'s use ahning images such as the labyrinth or the web
(358)2 The two parts obaniel Derondacan be reunited in a narrative of perfectionismindhe
simple acknowledgement of the interconnected madtiisges and parallels that unite the book.
Realism and fable can be seen to compliment rakizer contradict each other 8ilas Marner
And most importantly for our purposeBheophrastus Sucand “Poetry and Prose” can find a
place within the Eliot canon. The varied naturehgir parts and their relation to the whole, the
nature of that whole, and its relations to othetdere rendered at one with the voicing of the

first person. Under Eliot’s criteria, formally spéag, they may even considered to be higher
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works than the critically acclaimed and more eassigoncilable novels for which she is more

generally known.

[ll. Dialogue

Perhaps the greatest problem that faces the reddsr attempting to find meaning in “Poetry
and Prose” is the lack of an ending. A comparagiveéighty introduction leads the reader to
expect an approximately symmetrical conclusiontelad, the texts seem simply to cease.
Originally a journalistic series, this may well leelbeen the case. The four articles that follow the
first introductory article are entirely capablestanding alone. When bound together, however,
the asymmetrical nature of the series becomes. dMaat the texts say to the reader as a series is
naturally affected by this. The unification of tadicles through the characters of Macarthy and
the editor demand something more from them thain ih@ividual statements. The reader seeks
a meaning in the whole and not just in the pans, @ has been seen, Eliot maintained that all
her works were wholes even if this was not recagphiby her critics. Given the lack of an
ending, and the nature of the individual parts, cvhseem to obstruct linear understanding,
meaning and coherence seems only possible thrivegdea of dialogue, in which each article is
part of an unending flow of conversation with ththey parts. Viewed in this way, the
interconnectedness of the texts seems obvious. Jihgyly constitute different ways of thinking
about the same things. Taken this way, the seta® of a formal conclusion becomes
meaningful in itself, referring the texts back upblemselves and each other, orientating them

towards their conversation, rather than towardsal tatement or a judgment.
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Similarly, on first readingTheophrastus Suckeems a rather unbalanced text. Fore-
worded by two introductory sections, “Looking Ind&iand “Looking Backward”, it too seems
to lack an overt conclusion. At least, the text lomt return to the self-examination and
autobiographical reminiscences with which it beghadthough it does not finish with the
character sketches that constitute its main botdheeiRather it finishes with two essays on the
future of the human race, “Shadow of the ComingeRand “The Modern Hep! Hep! Hep!”.
Thus, it can been read as a perfectionist narrativavhich we move from the individual
concerns in autobiography, to a consideration @nffs and acquaintances in the character
descriptions, to national and universal human domsoess in the last two essays. | would
suggest however that Eliot seeks a more activecpation in this process than just outlining it.
While “Poetry and Prose” instigates a dialogue leetw forms,Theophrastus Sucbreates a
dialogue of form. Alongside this arc, which movesnh self to society to species, from
autobiography to character sketch to essay, theranbther movement, for such easy de-

compartmentalising is belied by the real and equavoature of the texts.

Though taking the name of Theophrastus, the charagiting of this modern
Theophrastus is quite different from that of thassical original. It could with equal merit be
termed moralia, as it is by Thomas Pinney (13). intl@ductory sections are autobiographical in
two senses but these two senses seem to contemtibt other. It is both the fictionalized
autobiography of Theophrastus and the fictionaliaatbbiography of George Eliot. They also
contain passages that are simply historical. “Esgaitself is a debatable and amorphous term,
and the last two chapters could be designated athgs. “Shadow of the Coming Race” in

particular could be held akin to several other genincluding fable, fantasy, and science fiction.
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These different forms live in dialogue with eaclest By this point in her career, Eliot had
formulated her idea of form as an element of huergrerience. The dialogue, rather than being
between the different sections, is conducted wid#anh section, and within the text as a whole.
It does not just display Theophrastus’s thinkingptigh the continuance of a theme through a
series of different encounters and forms, it alspldys the reader’s own thinking, reflects it

back to them, by continually forcing them to askawis this?”

Let us take an example. One of the main theme®aetry and Prose” is the relation of
man to those around him. In one article, this iglewed through the reminiscences of one man
upon the death of another. In another, it is exgaothrough “A Little Fable with A Great
Moral”. In another entitled “Hints on Snubbing”, bpens up through the listing and
categorisation of society and its habits. In thstfithis relation of one man to another is
personal: “With me thou wilt still live: my thoughtill seem to be spoken to thee, my actions all
performed in thy presence; for ours was a loveipgdbe love of women” (“Poetry and Prose”
14). All the different parts of the texts, all tharied images that are used by the one man to
capture the other, all impress upon the readepénsonal nature of the editor’'s conception of
Macarthy. In “A Little Fable with A Great Moral”hts concern for the relation of man to his
world is translated into the language of myth aaild. As such, the text follow a certain
formulaic structures, codes its meaning within @arigiven images and markers, and adopts a
certain kind of language. The subject, however, aies the same. It is only the way of
discussing it that has changed. Similarly, “Hints Snubbing” adopts a scientific approach but
its subject is again the relation of man to thaseiad him. It creates a numbered list of hints,

and uses scientific terminology to categorize tlier@nt varieties of snubbing. “Snubbing is a
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generic term, comprehending many species; as thie monarchical, the snub political, the snub
social, the snub religious, and the snub dome§tiRdetry and Prose” 23). Taken together, these
three texts form an interchange of possible waysaking at and discussing man’s relation with
those around him. Looked at in terms of form alaheye is little connection, the links are
created by subject and the foregrounding of th&éndigsveness of their adopted form but also,
importantly, by the fact that they are presentedeasg born of the same source, moulded by the
same thinking being or beings. The Romanticismhefihtroduction is as overt as the adoption
of a mythological structure in the later articlagdahe utilisation of science to think about societ
in the last article. This overt presentation ofafiénce and likeness when linked to one or two
over-riding personalities transform the texts framiscourse of thought on the relation of man to
his world to a display of thinking on that relatiofhe dialogue created by the conjunction of a
variety of forms treating with the same subjectdmes through the uniting principle of the

persona a formulation of the thinking process.

Eliot goes further than this, however, Tiheophrastus SuchA dialogue is not only
established between the various chapters of the& lbmugh their adoption of different
formulations to discuss the same basic theme, lthinneach chapter as well. The problem of
labeling the work has highlighted this. It is gealrconsidered as a contribution to the tradition
of character-writing but is seen as deviating sohavirom that tradition. The characters of the
original Theophrastus in reality bear little resésmnioe to the characters of Eliot's Theophrastus.
The original Theophrastus presents thirty numbeéypds of men. Each section is named after
the type it outlines, such as “The Ironical man™®he Boor”, and begins with a definition of

the quality named in the title, thus “boorishnesgould define as uncivilized ignorance” (29).
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Theophrastus then goes through a series of exangfldsehaviour that come under this
definition. These examples are never pinned to @my man, or attributed to a fully-realized
character; they exist only as examples of the typeontrast, Eliot’'s chapters bear titles such as
“How We Encourage Research” and “The Wasp Creditid Honey”. They begin not with a
definition drawn from the title, but with an intrection to a named character, whose life story
bears out the implied moral of the title. Labellastthan character-writing thus come to mind
when reading the text. The pretension to autobpgran the opening two chapters, and the
subtle winding of the narrator’'s personality thrbagt his discussion of those he has met with
over the course of his life, suggest that the bexdrs some resemblance to the more general form
of reminiscence. At the same time, the similarifythee text to “Poetry and Prose”, the social
nature of the subject material, and the fragmeatetoften essayistic nature of the text, suggests
a certain kinship to the journalistic mode. Theaiagas mentioned previously, Thomas Pinney
has referred to both “Poetry and Prose” ditmtophrastus Sucas examples of moralia. This
dialogue displays not only the complexity of Thexgsus’ thinking, but makes the reader aware
of his own thinking as a reader. It emphasizes itlea of form as an element of human
experience, a matter of the perception of whereerdihces lie and their relation to each other
and to the whole. Whether it is journalistic, ortaaiographical, whether it is moralia or
character-writing, is in part a matter of how tleader experiences it, and in which unlikenesses

and likenesses the reader sees unity.

The highest organism for Eliot is the most complive one in whom “the most varied

group of relations bound together in a wholenesghvagain has the most varied relations with

all other phenomena”. The thinking of such an oigans equally complex, his experiences and
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perceptions constituted of a variety of parts wiltied relations, seen yet as a whole. In the
dialogic nature of these texts, both within andhatit themselves then, Eliot is presenting quite

simply a display of thinking.

The diversity of form abundant in Eliot's works h@®ven troubling for scholars because
it resists the critical impulse towards the abgirae., our desire to generalize, sum sipaplify
and thereby draw conclusions. But simplificatioor, Eliot, was the lowest form of art. Rather
she set out to mirror nature in the complexity ef literature—specifically she sought to mirror
human nature in all its asymmetrical abundances Tlas significance for how we view works
such as ‘Poetry and Prose’ amtieophrastus Suci that it allows us to reconcile apparent
contradictions: acknowledging their complexity al®us finally to simplify them, to categorise,
and reinsert them into the canon. It also pointséw ways of reading some of Eliot's other
texts, also considered aberrant, for examphe Lifted Veiland its oscillation between realism
and the gothicSilas Marnerand its similar prevarication between realism dredfable and the
“two halves” ofDaniel Deronda More significantly, however, it suggests onceirghat there
is more to the narrative practices of the archdtyfietorian realist than may initially appear,
incorporating within it not just naturalistic depens and a web-like omniscience, but the
dialogic nature of human thinking, and that theastenally ‘difficult’ nature of the form of her
texts, rather than something to be excused or brushder the carpet, is an intrinsic part of her

project as an artist and her conception of humasaousness.
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Notes

1 Robert Macfarlane is another critic whose workitveophrastus Suatands out (92-129).

2 Miller’'s “Bruising, Laceration and Life-long Maimg” focuses on perfectionism’s relation to
ethics and pain imheophrastus Sudfather than the display of thinking (301-319).

3 Discussions of Eliot’s use of the image of theytatth or the web can be found in a number of
works, see Ermarth, Hillis Miller, and Shuttlewarth

22



Works Cited

Anonymous. “Middlemarch: A Study of Provincial LifeEdinburgh Reviewl37 (January
1873): 246-63. Print.

Benson, James D. “Sympathetic’ Criticism: Georgéotts Response to Contemporary
Reviewing.”Nineteenth-Century Fictiof9:4 (1975): 429-440. Print.

Eliot, George.Impressions of Theophrastus Suéd. Nancy Henry. lowa City: University of
lowa Press, 1996. Print.

Eliot, George. “Notes on Form in Art.The Essays of George ElioEd. Thomas Pinney.
London: Routledge & Kegan Paul, 1967. 431-36. Print

Eliot, George. “Poetry and Prose, From the Noteboibkn Eccentric." The Essays of George
Eliot. Ed. Thomas Pinney. London: Routledge & Kegan PE63. 13-26. Print.

Ermarth, Elizabeth Deeds. “George Eliot's Conceptiof Sympathy.” Nineteenth-Century
Fiction 40.1 (June 1985): 23-42. Print.

Feuerbach, LudwigThe Essence of Christianityrans. George Eliot. London: Harper & Row,
1957. Print.

Haight, Gordon S., ed'he George Eliot Letter® vols. London; Oxford University Press, 1956.
Print.

Hillis Miller, J. “Narrative and History.ELH 41.3 (Autumn 1974): 455-473. Print.

James, Henry. “Unsigned review, Galaxyseorge Eliot: The Critical HeritageEd. David
Carroll. New York: Barnes and Noble, 1971. 35386nt.

Leavis, F.R.The Great Tradition: George Eliot, Henry James alaseph ConradLondon:

Chattus & Windus, 1948. Print.

23



Macfarlane, Robert.Original Copy: Plagiarism and Originality in Ninetath-Century
Literature Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2007. Print.

Maurice, F. D.The Conscience: Lectures on CasuisByd ed. London: Macmillan, 1872. Print.

Miller, Andrew H. “Bruising, Laceration and Life-log Maiming, or How We Encourage
Research.ELH 70.1(Spring 2003): 301-319. Print.

Miller, Andrew H. “Reading Thoughts: Victorian Pectionism and the Display of Thinking.”
Studies in the Literary Imaginatid®b.2 (Fall 2002): 79-98. Print.

Pinney, Thomas, e@&ssays of George Eliotondon: Routledge & Kegan Paul, 1967. Print.

Rignall, John, edThe Oxford Reader’'s Companion to George Ek@tford: Oxford University
Press, 2000. Print.

Shuttleworth, Sally.George Eliot and Nineteenth-Century Science: ThekavBelieve of a
Beginning Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1984.tPrin

TheophrastusTheophrastus: The Characters, Menander: Plays aragfents Trans. Philip

Vellacott. Harmondsworth: Penguin, 1967. Print.

24



Annex: Acceptance Information

From: Simmons, Clare <simmons.9@osu.edu>
Sent: 20 May 2014 20:15

To: Hazel Mackenzie

Subject: RE: Prose Studies Submission
Attachments: PS article-details.doc

Dear Dr. Mackenzie:

I am pleased to accept your essay on Eliot's Impressions of Theophrastus Such for publication in Prose
Studies. You make strong and original points about the relationship of this final work with the early work
and with Eliot's writing as a whole. I would suggest, though, that you bolster up the beginning and the
ending. I'd encourage you to make a bolder claim about the connections between Poetry and Prose,
Theophrastus Such and the rest of Eliot's works, even though their form is apparently non-narrative. And
perhaps the ending could point out what this means for Eliot scholarship as a whole. If this is agreeable
to you, please could you make what revisions you wish and return the revised essay to me? Ideally I'd
like to receive it within a month but if given the time of year you need longer, just let me know. I will
also need from you an abstract and keywords for electronic searching. I'm attaching the required article
details questionnaire from our publisher. Finally, Prose Studies uses MLA style (parenthetical
documentation with works cited). If you've further questions about any of this, do let me know. And
again, my apologies for how long this has taken.

Sincerely,

Clare

Clare A. Simmons

Editor, Prose Studies
Professor of English

The Ohio State University

25



