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ABSTRACT 

Scholars have long known that Thomas Jefferson Hogg 

altered the letters to himself in his 1858 Life of Percy 

Bysshe Shelley, yet the book is still regarded as an essential 

source of information for Shelley's early years, particularly 

the Oxford period. But the biography is seriously flawed, not 

only by extensive alterations which affect other documents 

besides Shelley's letters to Hogg, but by false assertions, 

suppressed information, invented anecdotes, and fictionalized 

depictions of Shelley as a bumbling eccentric and Hogg as the 

rational friend on whom he is wholly dependent. This study 

traces the history of the controversy, explaining the 

reluctance of Shelley scholars to discredit the book, and 

provides a biography of Hogg, accompanied by an analysis of 

his character and motives, as a basis for comparison with the 

Hogg depicted in the Life. The body of the paper analyzes the 

Life itself, with special attention to the influential Oxford 

chapters. Hogg's strategies are identified, illustrated, and 

analyzed, with badly distorted documents placed beside the 

originals in parallel columns to facilitate comparison. The 

paper concludes with a brief analysis of the harmful effects 

of Hogg' s Life on Shelley biography and criticism and a 

suggested 

documents, 

Appendix. 

procedure for solving these problems. Related 

many of them unpublished, are included in the 
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I. PREFACE 

Because Shelley criticism has always been to a large 

extent biographical, it is important that the biographies on 

which the criticism draws be as accurate as possible not only 

in recounting events but in depicting the character and ideas 

of the poet. shelley scholarship has improved tremendously in 

the last thirty or forty years, and it may seem superfluous to 

examine a biography first published in 1858. But Thomas 

Jefferson Hogg's Life of Percy Bysshe Shelley has not been 

entirely superseded. It is a storehouse of materials not 

elsewhere published (subsequent biographers have used Hogg 

rather than the originals of these documents as their 

source),1 and it was written by a man who knew Shelley well 

during the crucial Oxford period (1810-11), an advantage 

shared by no other biographer. For these reasons (and others 

which will be discussed later), biographers and critics have 

turned again and again to Hogg's Life of Shelley even though 

it has long been known that Hogg tampered with Shelley's 

letters. By quoting and paraphrasing Hogg, biographers and 

critics have perpetuated not only the distorted letters (in 

works written or edited before 1964), but Hogg's version of 

1 Among the documents in Hogg's ~ for which originals 
have not been found are a series of letters from Shelley's 
sister Hellen to Lady Jane Shelley, Shelley's daughter-in-law, 
and a few letters to Hellen from her cousins, John and Charles 
Grove. 
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events and his image of Shelley as an ineffectual and 

effeminate comic figure. For this reason it. is important to 

examine this controversial book to determine the extent of its 

distortions and the degree to which they have shaped the view 

of Shelley held by subsequent critics and biographers. 

A highly unconventional biography wri tten more than 

thirty years after Shelley's death, Hogg's ~ consists 

chiefly of colorful anecdotes and altered letters (usually 

presented without introduction or commentary), together with 

digressions on everything from Hogg's dinner at an Irish inn 

to the effects of stays on a male rabbit. The portraits of 

Shelley and his associates are highly exaggerated and often 

unflattering. Harriet Shelley's sister Eliza Westbrook, for 

example, is depicted as a pock-marked old maid obsessed with 

brushing her hair. Hogg is fond of ironic undermining in the 

manner of Byron's Don Juan; his frequent references to Shelley 

as "the Divine Poet" are almost invariably followed by 

anecdotes in which Hogg rescues lithe poor fellow" (another 

favorite epithet) from some predicament. The book is colorful 

and amusing, but the tone slips frequently into peevishness or 

pedantry. The irony is often heavy, but at other times it is 

difficult to tell whether Hogg is serious or sarcastic. Many 

passages are obscure, in part because of Hogg's ornate diction 

and unfathomable allusions and in part because of his apparent 

fondness for mystifying the reader with omitted names, 
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reversed initials, and even falsified occupations. ("L.T." is 

used in place of Thomas Love Peacock; the publisher Thomas 

Hookham is presented as "H.T.", a "Carnarvonshire squire.") 

These traits make the book frustrating for some readers, 

entertaining for others, but they are not the center of the 

controversy. The point at issue is Hogg's veracity. It has 

long been known that Hogg altered letters and other documents, 

but the extent and seriousness of these distortions has not 

yet been fully explored, and scholars disagree as to whether 

the distortions extend to the narrative and expository 

portions of the book. Hogg's supporters argue, naturally, that 

the distortions are minor and that their intention was 

primarily to protect Shelley. In their view, the depiction of 

Shelley is exaggerated and somewhat one-sided but essentially 

realistic. 2 Hogg's critics, some of whom go so far as to 

charge him with madness or malice, view his portrayal of 

Shelley as "a fantastic caricature II (mf iii) and argue that 

Hogg's anecdotes and generalizations are as little to be 

trusted as his versions of the letters3 (which a highly 

2 See, for example, ~ foreword (n.p.) and 260-71; NSL 
10; ~ 1:10, and Legend iv and 25-6. 

3 See, for example, Skylark 197-8, Young Shelley 17-18, 
~ 2: 669, and Early Life (throughout). For extremely hostile 
views (Hogg as madman or malicious liar), see Humbert Wolfe's 
Introduction to his 1933 edition of Hogg's I4..f.g and "Leigh 
Hunt's Letter to Sir Percy [Shelley]. " (Hunt's letter is 
reprinted in my Appendix.) 
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motivated reader can compare with those in F.L. Jones' 1964 

edi tion of ;3helley' s Letters). A man of sixty-f i ve, they point 

out, could hardly be expected to remember conversations and 

incidents which occurred when he was in his teens or twenties 

with any degree of accuracy. 

It may be asked why, given the fact that the original 

versions of most of the letters in Hogg's Life are now 

available, it is still necessary to examine the book at all, 

or why it has not been discredited entirely. The answer is, in 

part, that no annotated critical edition of the work exists to 

point out the extent of Hogg's errors, with the result that 

even respected scholars well aware of Hogg's tampering with 

documents have quoted the narrative portions of the book with 

no apparent doubts as to their authenticity. Edward Dowden, 

N.I. White, and Richard Holmes all rely heavily on Hogg for 

the accounts of Shelley's early years in their influential 

biographies. Materials for this period are sparse, and the 

only other biographer who knew Shelley during his youth was 

his second cousin Thomas Medwin, whose memory for facts, 

dates, and quotations is universally acknowledged to be 

unreliable. To many Shelley scholars, Hogg's book seems to be 

vastly preferable to Medwin's, especially his account of the 

Oxford period. Hogg was present with Shelley at University 

College, and he shared Shelley's expulsion. In the words of 

Edward Dowden, who incorporated the "Shelley at Oxford" 
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section of the Life almost verbatim into his own two-volume 

Life of Shelley (1886): "Hogg is our sUfficient and almost our 

only witness [for this period]" (nL 1:59). Even critics who 

attack the portions of the Life written between 1856 and 1858, 

more than forty years after the events depicted, tend to 

exempt the Oxford chapters, first published serially in 1832-

33, from their criticisms.· 

Another reason Hogg has been so frequently quoted (and 

his view of Shelley thereby perpetuated) is that many 

scholars, even those who know that he tampered with the 

letters, find his anecdotes irresistible. They are so vivid 

and detailed that to many readers they seem more like the 

products of memory than of imagination. 5 Dowden was unable to 

resist Hogg' s colorful and humorous style, claiming, "We 

should spoil his narrative if we were to interrupt it with 

• Leigh Hunt, who violently attacks the I4..fg and its 
author in his famous "Letter," calls the Oxford portions 
"amusing and interesting ll (15). Sylva Norman, playing on 
Hogg's own ill-chosen allusion to casting pearls before swine 
(!:I.L 7), claims that "the edited glass bead of Shelley at 
Oxford is worth more to posterity's swine than the pearly 
hailstorm of the surrounding chapters ••• " (95). Henry Salt 
also praises the "Shelley at Oxford" section ("Examination" 
383). D. F. MacCarthy and K. N. Cameron, who consider these 
chapters to be as unreliable as the rest of the book, are 
exceptions to this rule. (See Chapter III for a detailed 
discussion of "Shelley at Oxford," including the views of 
these authors.) 

5 The same has been said of Sir Thomas More's famous 
strawberry scene, in which Richard Ill's withered arm is 
introduced to "history." 
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cross-questioning and rebuke" (~ 1:59). To other writers, 

some of them more aware than Dowden of the extent of Hogg's 

tampering, Hogg is seductive for another reason. His apparent 

"realism" provides an antidote, in their view, to the 

idealized portrayals of Shelley disseminated by the "angelic 

school" of Shelley criticism (Mary Shelley, Leigh Hunt, Lady 

Jane Shelley, and such followers as Humbert Wolfe and Henry 

Salt), or an attractive compromise between the "angelic 

school" and the "diabolical" or IIsatanic school" (which began 

with reviews written during Shelley's lifetime but also 

includes J. Cordy Jeaffreson, Robert Metcalf Smith, and others.)6 

6 The "diabolical school" was the first to develop. 
Unlike the critics of today who too often dismiss Shelley as 
negligible, the reviewers of his own time recognized and 
feared his genius (~20). A few attempted to reform the young 
poet but others lashed out at him as an evil influence. In one 
rather mild example, the reviewer justifies his decision to 
quote a passage of "poetic power" from The Cenci because to do 
so will IIbring ten-fold condemnation on the head of the 
author, II whose "talent is so great, as to remind us of satanic 
knowledge and lusts, and of the 'arch-angel fallen'" (UH 168). 

While Shelley lived, only Leigh Hunt publicly defended 
his character against such charges -- for example, he shows 
Shelley visiting the poor and coming home to lIa dinner of 
vegetables II (qtcl. in WL 1:518-9). But the "angelic school" got 
into full swing only after Shelley's death when Hunt and Mary 
Shelley convinced themselves that the poet had been udivine." 
Their writings, which downplayed Shelley's religious and 
political views, emphasized his moral superiority and early 
death. A passage from Mary Shelley's Preface to her 1834 
edition of Shelley's Works will suffice to illustrate their 
position: 

The ungrateful world did not feel his loss, and the gap 
it made seemed to close as quickly over his memory as the 
murderous sea above his living frame.. • To his 
friends his loss is irremediable: the wise, the brave, 
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Yet another reason for the persistent appearance of 

"Hoggery" (as Sylva Norman calls it) in works about Shelley is 

that evidence against Hogg's veracity was slow to come in; 

indeed, time seemed to side with Hogg for at least the first 

hundred years of the controversy. When the first two volumes 

were published in 1858,7 a surprising number of Shelley's 

close friends were still alive, but few of these had known 

Shelley during the years depicted in extant portions of the 

Life (1792-1814). Those who might have offered the most useful 

correctives to Hogg -- among them Shelley's parents, his 

eldest sister Elizabeth, his first wife Harriet, and Harriet's 

sister Eliza -- were all dead, as was Shelley's second wife, 

Mary. Shelley's daughter-in-law Lady Jane Shelley, who had 

lent Hogg many of his materials and resented his misuse of 

them, was almost alone in her opposition. To be sure, 

the gentle, is gone forever! He is to them a bright 
vision, whose radiant track, left behind in the memory, 
is [beyond price]. (1:iv) 

This is the Shelley whom Mary bequeathed to her daughter-in
law Lady Jane, and whom Hogg satirizes with his incompetent 
"Divine Poet." 

7 A third and fourth volume were planned and probably 
written, with or without Lady Shelley's materials, but they 
have never been found despite extensive searching by W. S. 
Scott, Lady Winifred Scott (no relation) and others. After 
Hogg's death in 1862, the manuscripts were apparently in the 
possession of his brother and executor, John Hogg, who died in 
1869 (.!lli 271). In 1872, T. J. Hogg's "widow," the former Jane 
Williams, told William Michael Rossetti that a manuscript 
"beyond what has been published" still existed but that she 
had not read it (~ 55). 
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Shelley's old friend Leigh Hunt, to whom she turned first, 

reacted violently against the book in a letter (see Appendix), 

but he was too old and ill to tackle the monumental task of 

correcting Hogg. 8 The adventurer Edward John Trelawny, who had 

known Shelley for only a year, had no objections to Hogg's 

book and wanted nothing to do with Lady Jane (Trelawny 209; ~ 

233). Peacock, who had met Shelley in 1812, was averse to 

biography (Memoirs 2-3; Works 8:249), and his few corrections 

of the work so angered Hogg that he temporarily ended his 

long-standing friendship with Peacock.9 Lady Shelley had no 

alternative but to withdraw the materials she had lent to Hogg 

to prevent him from publishing his third and fourth volumes. 

In the Preface to her shelley Memorials (1859), Lady Shelley 

8 Hunt made a few veiled comments in "The Occasional," 
his column in The Spectator, but offered neither specifics nor 
evidence against his unnamed opponent. His unsupported 
references to "a heap of the most extraordinary mistakes and 
misrepresentations. • • regarding Shelley and others" (835) 
and "such a preposterous pretension in the room of [an all
inclusi ve biography] as could only be accounted for ( in 
charity) by a failing brain" (859) must have mystified his 
readers. He died eight days after the second of these two 
columns appeared. 

9 It appears that Hogg, whom Peacock had described as "a 
man of imperturbable temper and adamantine patience" (13), was 
extremely disturbed by the few corrections in Peacock's first 
review for Fraser's. A correspondent of Peacock's 
granddaughter Edith Nicolls informs her that in 1860 he had 
asked a friend to write to Hogg for details of Peacock's life, 
upon which "the friendly Mr. Hagg uttered such a howl of 
execration on [Peacock] for the article on Shelley in Frazer 
(sic] for January 1860 that I resolved. • • never again to 
disturb Mr. Hagg's repose" ("L'Estrange correspondence" 142-
3) • 
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charged that the documents had been "strangely misused ll to 

create a "fantastic caricature" of Shelley (iii), and 

indicated in a note that the letters in Hogg's !4.f.e., in 

particular those from Shelley to Hogg, were not to be trusted 

(v). Lady Shelley did, in fact, have evidence to support her 

case: some of the letters she had lent to Hogg had been 

radically altered. l.0 Unfortunately, however, she did not 

present her evidence to the public, and her claims were 

disregarded by reviewers and scholars alike.l.1 It appeared to 

be merely a case of the lady protesting too much, particularly 

10 In her letter to Hunt (June 3, 1858) Lady Shelley 
states: 

On comparing the materials with which [she and her 
husband, Sir Percy] had furnished Hogg with the book 
itself, we discovered that all the letters to [Thomas] 
Hookham, whom he designates as H. T. [have been] garbled 
and falsified. • so that we can scarcely recognise 
them. (Peck 9). 

See the Appendix for this letter and other documents relating 
to this dispute. 

11 Shelley's old enemy the Quarterly Review attacked 
Hogg's book on a number of grounds, notably its depiction of 
Shelley as "a silly, conceited, half-crazy buffoon" (289), but 
draws the line at suspecting Hogg of falsifying documents. 
Referring to Lady Shelley's insinuation that Hogg has altered 
the letters to himself, at the least making "erasures ll in them 
and rearranging their paragraphs (SM v n.), the reviewer 
comments: "We do not know the ground of [the Shelleys'] 
distrust. The letters are published by the gentleman to whom 
they were addressed; it is impossible that he should not know 
whether they were genuine or not" (297). 

William Michael Rossetti took a similar position ten 
years later in his Memoir of Shelley: "No doubt Lady Shelley 
speaks advisedly: but a biographer who knows nothing to the 
contrary must accept as genuine letters printed by Hogg as 
having been addressed to himself ••• " (28 n. 2). 
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since her idealized view of Shelley contrasted markedly with 

Hogg's comic/ironic portrait. Nor did the discovery that Lady 

Shelley herself had altered and suppressed documents help her 

argument. 

In 1869, ten years after the publication of Lady 

Shelley's book, the first solid evidence against Hogg came in 

(aside from the Hookham letters, which Lady Shelley had 

published in their corrected form, without so much as a note 

to indicate tl1at Thomas Hookham corresponded to Hogg's 

"H.T."). By chance William Michael Rossetti had become aware 

of the existence of Shelley's letters to the schoolmistress 

Elizabeth Hitchener, written in 1811 and 1812, a period 

corresponding with a major portion of Hogg's aborted 

biography. The letters revealed that Hogg had suppressed some 

important information regarding his separation from Shelley in 

1811: he had attempted to seduce Shelley's sixteen-year-old 

wife Harriet while he and the newl~~eds were staying at York. 

Rossetti could not conceal such an important discovery (which 

he made public in his Memoir of Shelley, 1869), and he 

correctly deduced that Hogg had presented one of the letters 

from Shelley (in slightly altered form and out of sequence) as 

a "fragment of a novel" (HIt 541-5; Memoir 33). However, he 

either could not or would not publish the Hitchener letters, 

which would have constituted strong evidence that Hogg had 

altered his own letters from Shelley to hide the events at 
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York. Feeling that his discovery did not in any way damage 

Hogg's credibility, he retained his view that the book was 

"invaluable as the authority for the early career of Shelley" 

(151). (See note 11, above.) 

Another writer with access to the Hi tchener letters, 

Denis Florence MacCarthy, did wish to expose Hogg, and rushed 

to the attack armed with pertinent excerpts and cogent 

arguments which he presented in Shelley's Early Life: From 

Original Sources (1872). As Sylva Norman puts it: 

MacCarthy •.• fairly battered the now defunct Hogg 
on point after point, proving how many, even of his 
most vivid college stories, fell to the ground in 
the light of fact, or canceled one another out as 
contradictions. • • • [MacCarthy's arguments] are 
convincing and irrefutable •... Hogg, one would 
say, leaves the court without a character, robbed 
even of his hearty pound of pigsflesh and ruined, 
as a biographer, for good. (Skylark 199-200) 

Wi th her delightful penchant for hyperbole, in which she 

resembles the target of her abuse, Norman has, of course, 

exaggerated the case. Not all of MacCarthy's arguments are 

valid, and, as she admits in the next paragraph, MacCarthy's 

book merely fanned the flames of the controversy rather than 

putting out the fire. Dowden, for one, dismissed MacCarthy's 

book as a great many words about a "trifle" CDL 1:111-2 n.) 

But in any case, it was too early to launch an all-out 

attack on Hogg's credibility. Much of the evidence was still 

out. MacCarthy was authorized to publish only part of the 
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correspondence which was available to him as research 

material, and Hogg's own letters were securely in the hands of 

his daughter, Prudentia Hogg Lonsdale. Nothing was known of 

his youthful character which might indicate that he had more 

to hide than the seduction attempt at York (for example, his 

"love" for Shelley's sister Elizabeth, whom he glimpsed once 

through a church window, or his authorship of Leonora, a novel 

bursting with unorthodox opinions). Far from being "ruined" by 

MacCarthy, Hogg was still 

secretly, when not openly, admired for his 
vivacity; he [went] on, being alternately reviled 
and reinstated, rejected, reprinted, and rejoiced 
in to the end of the century [ and beyond]. 
(Skylark 200) 

Hagg's chief admirer at this stage was Dowden, the second 

official biographer of Shelley, who had no qualms whatever 

about relying heavily on Hogg in his two-volume Life of 

Shelley (1886) and the one-volume abridgement of 1909. Worse 

sti 11 , Dowden IS 1906 edition of Hogg I s !J.fi contained no 

revisions -- only a very inadequate index, thanks to Hoggls 

penchant for omitting last names, and an introduction which 

praised Hogg's lively style and downplayed his alterations of 

the letters. 

Yet Dowden by this time had been warned against Hogg -

too late to affect his influential 1886 Life, but not too late 

to affect the abridgement or his edition of Hogg's Lifg had he 

been interested. with the death in 1897 of Hogg's daughter 
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Prudentia, Lady Shelley at last had temporary access to the 

letters from Hogg to Shelley. Both she and Richard Garnett, a 

librarian at the British Museum, made notes on the 

discrepancies between Hogg's versions and the originals, but 

Garnett's efforts to interest Dowden in the matter were 

ineffectual (~ 222-3).12 Lady Shelley died soon afterwards 

(1899), and, with Garnett's death in 1906, matters temporarily 

came to a standstill. (Dowden's 1906 edition of Hogg's ~, 

as noted earlier, left Hogg's versions of the letters intact.) 

As a result, when Roger Ingpen published a two-volume edition 

of Shelley's letters in 1908, he was forced to use Hogg's 

versions, but he did include the "fragment of a novel" as an 

undated letter. Too late, the French scholar A. H. Koszul 

found Lady Shelley's corrections of seven of the seventy-three 

letters from Shelley to Hogg13 and published them in an 

12 In 1905 Garnett made a futile effort to interest a Mr. 
Shorter in the corrected texts of the letters but Shorter did 
not then "[have] time to attend to the matter" (1dA§ 259). 
Garnett died shortly afterwards and Shorter's edition of 
Hogg's Life never appeared. Possibly he was discouraged from 
pursuing the project by Dowden, whose Ot'1n edition appeared the 
next year. 

13 Koszul had been in correspondence with Garnett, who 
apparently informed him of Lady Shelley's attempts at 
correction. (See ~ 251.) 

The number seventy-three refers only to letters from 
Shelley to Hogg which appear in the ~. It does not include 
other letters which Hogg is known to have altered, including 
those from Hookham to Shelley and from Charles Grove to Hellen 
Shelley, nor does it include letters from Shelley to Hogg not 
published in the ~. 
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appendix to his La Jeunesse de Shelley (1910). Ingpen 

reprinted these corrections (which are by no means complete 

and occasionally inaccurate) in the appendix of subsequent 

editions of his Letters, but because the book was set with 

stereotyped plates, he could not incorporate the corrected 

versions of the letters into the body of the book. His 1926 

Julian edition of The Complete Works of Percy Bysshe Shelley 

uses Lady Shelley's versions of these seven letters, with 

Hogg's variations presented in the notes. This work 

established once and for all that Hogg had tampered with the 

letters, yet the extent of the tampering was still unknown and 

Hogg's motives largely unexplored. Moreover, the use of Hogg's 

version of the remaining letters as reproduced in Ingpen's 

Letters led to significant errors in biography and criticism, 

which will be discussed in my final chapter. 

By the time N.I. White published his massive two-volume 

Shelley in 1940 (rpt. 1947), a few scholars had begun to 

realize that the adolescent Hogg was not the sensible young 

Tory portrayed in Hogg's ~ but a flighty young radical 

whose views were in some cases more extreme than Shelley's.14 

14 F.L. Jones had published several short articles in the 
1930's, including "Shelley's Leonora" (which argues for Hogg's 
authorship of this radical and atheistical novel), and "Hogg 
and The Necessity of Atheism." In the second of these 
articles, Jones summarizes "a few facts" which show that Hogg 
was "Shelley's active associate in radicalism" (423), a view 
which White did not completely accept. 
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In addition, White was well aware that Hogg had tampered with 

the letters. (He even believed, incorrectly, that he had 

access to the true texts of the letters, 1:583-584.) White was 

still unaware of the extent of Hogg's distortions and was 

largely uncritical of the narrative portions of the Life, on 

which, like Dowden, he relied heavily for his depiction of 

Shelley as an adolescent and young adult.15 

Once again, time was on Hogg's side. Had White waited 

only a few years, he would have had access to a series of 

books edited by Walter sidney Scott in 1944-5: Shelley at 

oxford, Harriet and Mary, and The Athenians. Scott's New 

Shelley Letters (1945) combined the documents published in the 

other three books but eliminated most of the commentary. In 

these books, Scott published corrected versions of about 

twenty letters from Shelley to Hogg but excused the 

alterations with the standard pro-Hogg arguments: Hogg had 

acted in Shelley's best interest and, as a result, has been 

15 Clearly White rejected the view of Humbert Wolfe, who 
had argued in the Introduction to his 1933 combined edition of 
Hogg's Lifg, Peacock's Memoirs, and Trelawny's Reminiscences 
that Hogg had deliberately created an unstable, imbecilic 
Shelley to contrast with an idealized depiction of himself 
(viii-xiii). 
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unfairly maligned by those who cannot bear to read a realistic 

portrayal of Shelley (Hmt 10, 16) .16 

The tide began to turn against Hogg in 1960 with the 

publication of Young Shelley; Genesis of a Radical by Kenneth 

Neill Cameron, which follows the tradition of MacCarthy and 

Jones in doubting Hogg's veracity. Cameron, who had access to 

New Shelley Letters but was not swayed by Scott's arguments, 

provides strong evidence against Hogg's reliability as 

biographer, but unfortunately he relegates this information to 

his notes. In the same year that Cameron's book was published, 

Elizabeth Nitchie produced evidence that Hogg had tampered 

with Mary Shelley's unfinished biography of her late husband 

as well as with the letters. 17 Yet more evidence against Hogg 

appeared when at last a definitive edition of Shelley's 

letters was published by F.L. Jones in 1964, with comments 

regarding Hogg's distortions in both the introduction and the 

notes .18 

16 Scott's objectivity may have been marred by his 
marriage into the Hogg family. Scott's brother-in-law Richard 
J. Jefferson Hogg, grandson of T. J. Hogg's brother John, had 
inherited the letters and allowed Scott to publish them (NSL 
15; ~:5 475 n. 2). 

17 See my discussion of Nitchie's article, "Mary Shelley 
vs. Jefferson Hogg," in Chapter III. 

18 Even Jones is occasionally forced to publish a letter 
using Hogg's version of the text because the original is 
missing, but he provides a note of warning in all such cases. 
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The final die, it might seem, had been cast -- and yet 

not so. Ten years later the next ( and so far the last) 

important biography of Shelley, Richard Holmes' Shelley: The 

Pursuit, appeared. with access to Jones' Letters, Holmes could 

hardly be unaware that Hogg's versions of the letters differed 

in important respects from the originals, but he nevertheless 

used Hogg's ~ as a source for Shelley's early years. Hogg 

has continually proved useful to those who, like Holmes, wish 

to oppose the "angelic school" by showing Shelley as a flawed 

human being, but he is equally useful to those who, like 

Dowden or Andre Maurois ,19 wish to show Shelley as too 

wrapped up in his imagination to be dangerous. In other words, 

both the "angelic" and "diabolical" schools have found Hogg 

helpful, if not indispensable, as a source of evidence to 

support their views. 20 Even those who desire a compromise 

between these extreme::;: have found an ally in Hogg: White is 

perhaps the best example. Nor is the use of Hagg's Life 

restricted to biographers of Shelley. Louise Schutz Boas used 

the ~ as a primary source for her 1962 biography of 

19 Maurois' notoriously sentimental biography Ariel (1923) 
is largely responsible for spreading Hogg's conception of 
Shelley among the general public. 

20 As recently as 1988, Paul Johnson used Hogg's ~ to 
present evidence against Shelley's character in ~ 
Intellectuals. 
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Shelley's first wife Harriet, 21 and Winifred Scett quite 

naturally made extensive use of the book in her biography of 

its author, Jefferson Hogg (1951). In these cases and others, 

the depiction of Shelley in relation to the subject of the 

biography has been adversely affected by the author's over-

reliance on Hogg's testimony. 

Just how extensive this Hogg-derived view of Shelley was 

and is will be shown in my final chapter. Granted, important 

efforts to correct Hogg are being made by Donald Reiman in the 

Shelley and His Circle volumes (begun in 1961 and not yet 

complete) ,22 but even this significant scholarly work has not 

ended the errors in Shelley biography and criticism stemming 

from Hogg's Lifg, some of which are so deeply ingrained into 

our thinking about Shelley that they appear even in the works 

of Hogg's detractors. 

A number of authors notably Jeaffreson, smith and 

Holmes -- have made extensive efforts to correct the "Shelley 

myth" or "Shelley legend" as derived from Lady Shelley and her 

followers, but few writers besides Norman, Cameron, Jones, and 

Reiman have realized that important elements of the Shelley 

legend derive, not from Lady Shelley, but from her nemesis, 

21 The years covered in the extant portions of Hogg' s 
Life, 1792-1814, prevent it from being a major source for 
biographies of Shelley's second wife, Mary, but not from 
subtly influencing the depiction of Shelley in these books. 

22 Reiman succeeded K. N. Cameron as editor in 1973. 
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Thomas Jefferson Hogg. (The 11 ineffectual" half of Matthew 

Arnold's "ineffectual angel" epi thet is an important 

example.)23 This study will attempt to remedy the deficiency, 

to identify and rectify Hogg-derived errors and thereby 

prevent their perpetuation in future Shelley biography and 

criticism. 

This study will fall into four sections: an introduction 

which discusses Hogg's life, character, and motives so that 

the reader will not confuse either the Hogg or the Shelley 

presented in the ~ with the real man (or boy); a set of 

chapters showing in detail the alterations, errors, and 

omissions in the ~, with parallel versions of badly 

distorted documents: 24 a concluding chapter showing the 

effects of these distortions on Shelley biography and 

criticism; and an appendix containing documents relating 

either to Hogg or to the controversy over the ~. 

23 Arnold first used the epithet in his 1881 essay on 
Byron (whom he contrasted with Shelley) and repeated it in the 
article on Shelley in his second edition of the Essays in 
Criticism (1888). Even though Dowden's Life of Shelley, which 
Arnold had just read, depends heavily on Hogg, Arnold 
preferred Hogg's I.J...f§. to Dowden's and praised Hogg's book 
highly (212). The "ineffectual angel" epithet perfectly 
combines the "angelic" Shelley depicted by Mary Shelley and 
her daughter-in-law with the bumbling innocent depicted by 
Hogg. See my final chapter for a discussion of Hogg's 
influence on Arnold. 

24 In fairness to Hogg, I will also indicate those times 
when his commentary or his depiction of events is to be 
trusted, as is sometimes the case. 
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The extent to which Hogg falsified both documents and 

anecdotes is far greater than is generally known, and his 

influence on the view of Shelley held by scholars and laymen 

alike has been consistently underestimated, to the great 

detriment of Shelley's reputation as poet and thinker. Before 

another biography of Shelley is written, it is paramount that 

a work on which almost all previous biographers have drawn be 

examined in minute detail. Time and circumstances prevent me 

from preparing an annotated critical edition of Hogg's ~ at 

this time, but this study may be regarded as a prelude to such 

a work. In the meantime, let the reader beware; the unexamined 

Lifg is not worth reading. 
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II. INTRODUCTION 

1. Hogg's Life and Character 

The name Thomas Jefferson Hogg is almost a contradiction 

in terms. To American ears, at least, the first two names have 

a ring of liberty and idealism, while the last name has comic 

overtones. On the one hand, Hogg appears to be a fit associate 

for the democratic Shelley; on the other, he seems, like 

Peacock, to belong with the collectfon of animals that Shelley 

met on Lord Byron's staircase. This apparent union between the 

sublime and the ridiculous is spoiled, however, by the 

knowledge that neither Thomas nor Jefferson has any connection 

wi th the second president of the United States; both were 

family names. The Hoggs were, in fact, solid Tory landowners 

who had perhaps never heard of the American patriot. But the 

comic side remains -- the Hoggs themselves made jokes about 

the name1 
-- and Hogg's fondness for food must have been the 

subject of more than one porcine pun. Hogg was, however, a 

complex man, an intellectual or at least a dilettante as well 

as a gourmand, a Victorian lawyer as well as a Regency wit. 

His feelings for Shelley were also mixed, and the humorous 

idealization of his friend in the Life of Shelley is tinged 

with rancor. Neither the Shelley nor the Hogg of this 

1 Hogg's young brother William, for example, signed a 
letter to another brother, John, as "William Porcus" (JH 19). 
Even the family crest, "three boars' heads erased proper" 
(Athenians 16-17), may have been chosen with tongue in cheek. 
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entertaining but inaccurate biography much resembles the real 

young man. To recognize Hogg's distortions of his own 

character and Shelley's, and to understand the motives behind 

them, it is necessary to examine his real character as man and 

boy. 

Hogg was born on May 24, 1792, a little more than two 

months before Shelley, at Stockton-on-Tees in Durham. His 

father, John Hogg, a nonpracticing lawyer who lived off his 

rents, was something of a country squire. Always conscious of 

his status as a gentleman, Hogg may have been unduly sensitive 

to the fact that unlike Shelley, whose grandfather was a 

baronet, he could not be considered an aristocrat. 2 Hogg' s 

mother, Prudentia, the daughter of a Welsh clergyman, was 

pious and prosaic (JH 14). Like Shelley, Hogg was the eldest 

son of a large family (he had three brothers, John, William 

and Robert, and two sisters, Prudentia and Sarah, none of whom 

was in any way remarkable). 

2 Even his fond biographer, Lady Winifred Scott, notes 
this sensitivity (~ 17), which is apparent both in the ~ 
and in his correspondence. See, for example, a letter to John 
Joseph Stockdale (Jan. 24, 1811) in which the 18-year-old Hogg 
considers it his "duty as a gentleman" to investigate the 
plJ.blisher's "extraordinary condUct" (Le. Stockdale's letter 
to Timothy Shelley suggesting that Hogg was leading Shelley 
astray, Budget 5:34.) 

In the Life, Hogg is careful to distinguish between the 
"young gentlemen" of his own grammar school and the 
"commercial boys" who shared a playground with them (!:IL 36.) 
This digression, only tangentially related to the life of 
Shelley, is apparently intended to establish Hogg in the 
reader's mind as Shelley's social equal. 
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The young Hogg's unorthodox views, whatever their source, 

were not the result of his upbringing, which was thoroughly 

conventional. As Lady Winifred Scott, Hogg's only biographer, 

puts it: 

Jefferson's parents taught their son to accept as a 
matter of course established authority in Church 
and State; to respect rank even when deploring the 
folly and ostentation of certain Regency 
aristocrats; to honour the Church in its humblest 
representatives, and to behave like a kind little 
gentleman to servants. (12) 

This training, which may be profitably contrasted with 

Shelley's upbringing,3 had its effects in the sensitivity to 

social status already mentioned and in Hogg's later 

conservatism (though the depth of that conservatism can only 

be guessed). Hogg received his religious and moral education 

largely through his mother and her "religious confidant," the 

Reverend William Terrot (ill:{ 14). His father, "a conservative, 

unimaginative, tolerant man" (14), taught him to ride and 

shoot and (like the young Shelley) "to acquire some knowledge 

of agriculture" (17). Hogg as a boy kept a horse and several 

dogs. Early interests (which stayed with him) included 

gardening and food. "His hearty connoisseurship," says Lady 

3 Shelley's father, a Whig MP, was not markedly orthodox 
in his religious beliefs. As Cameron points out, Timothy was 
acquainted with his son's anti-religious views but apparently 
raised no serious objections to them; it was the social stigma 
which caused him to react so violently to the expulsion (~ 2: 
732). His mother seems to have been remarkably tolerant 
regarding religion (Letters 1: 85, 123). 
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Scott, "was the last word on Prudentia' s special raspberry and 

currant jellies" (16). 

At twelve Hogg entered Durham Grammar School, where he 

seems to have submitted dutifully to the system of fagging 

"without," as Lady Scott remarks, "any sense of degradation" 

(19). Hogg claims that fagging taught him "many very useful 

things," from blacking boots to boiling eggs. "This salutary 

exercise of humble faculties did me no sort of harm," he 

maintains in the !4..fg; "on the contrary it was eminently 

serviceable in after-life" (HL 33).4 

Fagging is not the only example of Hogg's conformity to 

established rules. The sole occasion on which the boy is known 

to have defied authority before coming to Oxford not 

surprisingly relates to food: "Bad bread for supper," he wrote 

in his school diary. "Besieged the Pantry and carried off some 

Cold Beef" (ill:! 20). Young Hogg seems to have been a conformist 

in his relations with his schoolfellows as well. If, as Lady 

Scott believes, he quickly developed the ability "to get on 

good-humoredly with his fellows" (17), the cause may lie as 

much with his name as with the innately placid temperament she 

attributes to him. The name Hogg probably resulted in some 

teasing, especially when combined with his love of food, and 

4 The possibility that Hogg was defensive about fagging 
will be discussed in the Oxford chapter. (He seems to be 
addressing the dead Shelley in his justification of the 
practice.) 
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good-humored answers to such teasing were probably necessary 

to his well-being. 

It is possible, however, that this tranquility was only 

on the surface. If Hogg's sensitivity was wounded by such 

teasing, his ironic wit may have developed as a defense 

against it. At any rate, there is no record of "Hogg-baiting" 

at Durham Grammar School, and we can assume that he defended 

himself somewhat more successfully than Shelley from the 

teasing of his schoolmates. He seems, however, to have kept 

somewhat aloof from the others, making few friends: 

A fastidious regard for [the distinction in manners 
considered proper to the sons of squires and 
professional men] remained with him through life 

This fastidiousness and a shy reserve 
procured for him a name for pride even in his 
school days. (~ 17) 

Though "never really a mixer, It he was, according to Lady 

Scott, "an extremely healthy boy, well-made and strong enough 

to hold his own. • • in games and tussles. • ." (17). Here, it 

seems, he had the advantage over the slender Shelley. 

It is difficult to determine why such a boy, from such a 

background, would develop into a radical, but despite his 

depiction of himself in the Life of Shelley, that is exactly 

what Jefferson Hogg was at age 18. As F. L. Jones points out, 

Hogg had an active part in most of Shelley's "interests and 

activities" during the Oxford period (Letters 1: 28 n. 3). But 

his biographer, Lady Scott, who accepts Hogg's view of himself 



31 

as mentor to the "will-o'-the wisp" Shelley (26-7), provides 

little help regarding the origin and development of the 

youthful Hogg's unorthodox views. In fact, she seems to be 

suppressing some inconvenient evidence. Although she mentions 

a correspondence with one Noel Ellison in which Hogg, in his 

last years at Durham Grammar School, writes on subjects which 

"would have caused [his mother] considerable concern" (JH 20) , 

she neither quotes from the letters nor offers any explanation 

for their ostensible shock value. It is impossible to tell 

from her discussion whether Hogg was speculating about God, 

advocating anarchy, or inquiring about sex. 5 Perhaps the boy 

found Northern England repressive and provincial, and reacted 

by reading books of which his parents and the Rev. Mr. Terrot 

could not possibly approve. Or he may, like Shelley, have 

rejected the Judeo-Christian God as a cruel being unworthy of 

belief or worship. 6 Whatever the cause, by 1810, Hogg had 

developed radical religious and social views, and even his 

politics -- despite a lifelong "aristocratic" prejudice --

were very far from the Toryism of his old age. 

5 Her source, the Hogg family papers, is not available to 
the public. 

6 In a letter to Elizabeth Hi tchener, the 18-year-old 
Shelley repudiates the "ferocious king-like [God]" who "beheld 
with favor the coward wretch Abraham" and later sacrificed his 
own son (Letter2 1:101). Hogg's atheism may have begun with a 
similar rejection of "revealed religion." 
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The crucial meeting with Shelley, which would result in 

expulsion for both boys and ultimately in a controversial 

book, occurred around October 10, 1810 (~ 2:673), not, as 

Hogg incorrectly states, at the end of October. Those who have 

accepted Hogg's portrai~ of himself at face value have had 

difficulty explaining the intense and instantaneous attraction 

between this supposedly sensible young man and the wild, 

imaginative Shelley. As late as 1985, Joan Rees could find no 

better explanation for this supposed attraction of opposites 

than that already suggested by Syl va Norman, "a mutual 

inability to mix with other youths" (,§,lli 17; Skylark 7).7 But 

the boys were much more alike than is generally realized. Both 

were better developed intellectually than emotionally, and 

Hogg was a willing participant in the hare-brained schemes 

usually attributed to Shelley alone. More important, Shelley 

found in Hogg a friend who enjoyed complex philosophical 

arguments and held views as heretical as his own. As Jones 

puts it, "Shelley did not love a companion who was inwardly 

laughing at him, but one who genuinely shared those 

intellectual adventures so dear to him -- one who later chose 

7 The DNB expresses a similar view: "Two men more 
dissimilar in most respects could hardly have been found; 
their bond of union was a passion for uncontrolled speculation 
and an utter distaste for the ordinary pursuits and general 
society of Oxford" (998). This statement is colored by Hogg's 
Life, which the .rum treats as factual, but certainly they 
speculated on abstruse subjects and Shelley, at least, drew 
attention to himself with his scientific experiments. 
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to disguise those fine idealisms to satisfy his egoism" ("HNA" 

426). 

It may be supposed that Hogg did some little reading in 

the classics at Oxford, perhaps from the works which he 

asserts were recommended to Shelley by "a little man" with a 

"small voice" -- Prometheus Vinctus, Demosthenes' de Corona, 

Euclid, and Aristotle's Ethics (HL 69).8 No doubt he attended 

a lecture or two as well, alone or with his friend. But, like 

Shelley, Hogg seems to have spent a great deal of his time at 

Oxford writing, principally Leonora, an anti-religious novel 

which so alarmed the publisher John Joseph Stockdale that he 

wrote to warn Timothy Shelley of Hogg's dangerous influence on 

his son. Hogg was also writing what Shelley considered to be 

"extremely beautiful" poetry (Letters 1: 43)9 and joining in 

Shelley's polemical letters to clergymen (Jones "HNA" 423). 

Hogg has been credited, thanks to his own misstatements, with 

being the co-author of Shelley's little book, The Posthumous 

Fragments of Margaret Nicholson, but, as I will show in the 

Oxford chapter, his actual contribution was negligible. The 

case is otherwise with "The Necessity of Atheism," in which, 

8 In 1858, when he was writing the ~, Hogg had in his 
possession a fragment of the Ethics translated by Shelley 
during his stay at Oxford (SC 2:659-662). 

9 See the Appendix for his poem, "It Heeds Not the 
Tempests," which closely resembles Shelley's early poetry in 
its imagery, meter, and rhyme scheme. 
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according to Kenneth Neill Cameron, Shelley provided the 

anticlerical arguments and Hogg the atheistical ones (SC 

2:669). 

Hogg's decision to share Shelley's expulsion has been 

attributed to generosity and courage -- Sylva Norman, no lover 

of Hogg, calls it "the bravest action of his life" (Skylark 7) 

but it was more probably attributable to pride. (Hogg 

admits to having been "as proud as Lucifer," .HL 33). It was 

necessary to his ego and to his honor as a gentleman to share 

both credit and blame for the pamphlet. While he neither wrote 

the final draft nor arranged for its publication and 

distribution, he was responsible for garnering some of the 

major arguments from Hume and other sources (SC 2:723).10 As 

Cameron notes, Shelley was still a deist at this period, 

attempting in his letters to refute Hogg/s atheistical 

arguments. He did not declare himself an atheist until several 

months after the expulsion (BQ 2:712). 

For Shelley, of course, the expulsion meant the beginning 

of his alienation from his family. without it, he certainly 

would never have gone to Ireland and quite probably would not 

have married Harriet Westbrook. And yet for him (Hogg to the 

contrary), the expulsion was probably a felix culpa, the first 

10 Hogg admits that he and Shelley "made a very careful 
analysis" of the works of Locke and Hume, but he dismisses 
such research as "customary with those who read the Ethics and 
other treatises of Aristotle for their degrees" (~ 163). 
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step on the road to poetic greatness. For Hogg it was far 

otherwise, for despite his unconventional views on God and 

love, he consented to be trained as a lawyer, as his family 

desired (~ 33). Just one month after the expUlsion, he began 

the drudgery of a legal apprenticeship, the first step toward 

an unspectacular career as a lawyer. 

That the young Hogg bitterly resented his expUlsion 

(despite its being at least partly self-inflicted) is evident 

from his draft of a letter to Shelley's mother, probably 

written in July 1811. Pain and anger are visible beneath the 

sarcasm with which he speaks of "the perhaps indelible stigma 

wm the liberality of Oxford was pleased to fix upon us." (A 

canceled passage compares the friends' punishment to that of 

Cain, adding hyperbolically, "Perhaps the whole of human 

malice Cd not have suggested a greater injury.") He refers to 

the pamphlet as "a bare speculation upon moral virtue" which 

"carr[ies] perhaps a little too far some of the arguments of 

Locke for the amusement of a rainy morning." For this innocent 

pastime he and Shelley were "without even the mockery of a 

false trial [enrolled] publickly [sic] ••• amongst ••• the 

enemies of mankind ••.• " Expulsion, he tells Mrs. Shelley, 

"is surely a heavy punishm[en]t •.• for so venial an offence" 

(~ 2: 820-1.)11 Already Hogg's tendency to minimize his own 

11 For the complete text of the letter, see the Appendix. 
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faults or shift the blame to others, a character trait evident 

to anyone who contrasts his versions of Shelley's letters with 

the originals, has begun to manifest itself. The adolescent 

Hogg cannot deny his part in writing "The Necessity of 

Atheism," but he minimizes the offence (not distinguishing 

between his role and Shelley's) and appeals to Mrs. Shelley's 

sympathy. In contrast to Shelley, whose pain over the 

expulsion seems to have lessened as he involved himself in new 

adventures, Hogg remained bitter about the perceived injustice 

and the probable damage to his prospects as a lawyer. 

commenting on Hogg's resentment, indignation, and obstinate 

unwillingness to yield, Cameron remarks that it was just as 

well that Hogg had neither a Timothy Shelley nor a Whitton 

(Mr. Shelley's relentless and puritanical lawyer) to deal with 

(SC 2:828). 

Surprisingly, John Hogg's reaction was milder than 

Timothy Shelley's, despite his more conservative religious 

views. Mr. Hogg arranged for his son to spend what Winifred 

Scott calls "a useful, if somewhat penitential, year at York" 

in the office of a conveyancer. He even allowed the young man 

to spend "a preliminary holiday in shropshire ••• with an old 

schoolfellow" as previously agreed upon (33). But despite this 

reasonable behavior, Mr. Hogg had lost confidence in his son. 

What Jefferson's actual politics were at this time is 

difficult to determine, but his father seems to have viewed 
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him not only as a free-thinker in religion and morality but as 

a radical in politics -- "and that," comments Lady Scott, "at 

a critical national juncture when the word ["radical"] spelt 

social ostracism and professional failure" (34) . (Hogg's 

friends and family seem to have regarded The Necessity of 

Atheism as primarily Hogg's production: Terrot refers to the 

work in a letter to Hogg as "your little pamphlet," Athenians 

23) • 

It is fortunate for Hogg that his father knew nothing of 

his emotional involvement at this time with Shelley's sixteen-

year-old sister Elizabeth. We do not have Hogg's letters to 

Shelley, but Shelley's side of the correspondence and the 

drafts of Hogg's letters to Elizabeth and her mother reveal 

that Hogg's nlove" bordered on obsession even before his one 

glimpse of her, obtained by peeping into a window of Warnham 

Church. 12 Moreover, as Cameron points out, these letters show 

Hogg to be "a young man of violent and unstable passions" (.s..Q 

2:669) -- a far cry from the rational young Hogg of the ~. 

Nothing Shelley said about his sister's growing 

conventionality could convince Hogg that Elizabeth was 

unworthy of him. Indeed, given his family background, this 

information may have increased his interest. The only cure for 

the infatuation was an encounter with another girl associated 

12 This relationship and Hogg's efforts to conceal it will 
be discussed in detail in the Oxford chapter. 
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with Shelley, this one physically present to see and speak to. 

As Jones points out, Hogg's letter of August 22, 1811, shows 

that he was still very much "in love" with Elizabeth. But 

before the end of the month, having met Shelley's lovely young 

bride, Harriet Westbrook,13 he abruptly transferred his 

affections to her ("Peep" 426). 

In September, after receiving a note from Shelley 

inviting him to join the young couple, Hogg followed them to 

Edinburgh. After a stay of several weeks in that city (where, 

it appears, he instantly fell in love with Harriet, Letters 

1:182),14 the three left for York to allow Hogg to resume his 

duties as apprentice to the conveyancer. Shelley, whose 

allowance had been cut off in reaction to what his father 

perceived as a mesalliance, returned home to Horsham in a vain 

attempt to remedy his desperate financial situation, leaving 

Harriet alone with Hogg. Apparently Hogg, whose view of free 

13 Shelley and Harriet eloped to Scotland and were married 
in Edinburgh on August 29, 1811, less than a month after 
Harriet's sixteenth birthday (Aug. 1). Shelley had turned 
nineteen on August 4. 

14 Cameron interprets a letter from Shelley to the 
schoolteacher Elizabeth Hitchener to mean that "Hogg had first 
attempted to seduce Harriet in Edinburgh but was rebuffed" 
(Young Shelley 104). However, the letter merely indicates that 
Hogg "loved" Harriet on his first sight of her in Edinburgh 
and purposely encouraged the sentiment in himself, seeing no 
wrong in it. He did not actually "avow" his "love" until their 
arri val at York, at which point Harriet silenced him but 
decided not to tell Shelley, "hoping she would hear no more of 
it" (Letters 1:182). The attempt to seduce Harriet occurred 
shortly afterwards during Shelley's absence from York. 
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love was more rooted in physical passion and less interested 

in the woman's feelings than ShelleY's,15 attempted to put 

his friend's theories (as he perceived them) to the test. He 

openly declared his "love" for Harriet, using sophisticated 

rhetoric to persuade her, 16 but his hopes for a response 

(physical or otherwise) were dashed by the arrival of 

Harriet's much older sister Eliza, who had either been 

summoned by Harriet or, being informed of Hogg's presence and 

Shelley's absence, had voluntarily offered her services as 

chaperone to her sister. Within a week after Shelley's return, 

Harriet revealed the situation to Shelley, and Hogg -- "pale, 

terrorstruck, remorseful II (Letters 1:182) made his 

confession to his friend. Though Shelley told Hogg that he 

forgave him, the young couple and Eliza left Hogg behind, 

apparently telling him that they were going to Richmond but 

actually going to Keswick. A frenzied correspondence ensued, 

in which Hogg threatened suicide and challenged Shelley to a 

15 See Shelley's letter to Hogg of Jan. 1, 1811, in which 
he argues that his friend's "system of perfectibility in love" 
is rooted in "the hateful principle [of] self" (Letters 1: 34) . 
He repeats this view in letters written from Keswick after the 
seduction attempt, adding that Hogg is confusing love with 
"sensation"--i.e. sexual desire. (Letters 1: 171, 180, etc.) 

16 Shelley quotes two of Hogg's arguments (presumably 
revealed to him by Harriet) in a letter to Elizabeth Hitchener 
dated November 14, 1811: "There is no injury to him who knows 
it not" and "Why is it wrong to permit my love if it does not 
alienate affection [?]" (Letters 1:182). 
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duel, and Shelley passed from the bewildered loss of the 

"brother of his soul" to a contempt for what he rightly 

perceived as Hogg's sophistry.17 Shelley ceased to write and 

Hogg was left with the monotony of working for the 

conveyancer, with no consolation except his visits to his home 

in Norton, during which he rode, shot and studied (~ 68). 

Temporarily estranged from Shelley and obliged to endure 

a very mundane existence, Hogg nevertheless retained his 

unorthodox views on love and religion. In 1813 Terrot was 

still cautioning Hogg against making anti-religious jokes in 

his sister Prue's presence (Athenians 27). Hogg's 1813 novel, 

The Memoirs of Prince Alexy Haimatoff, reveals that love for 

him was still primarily a matter of sexual attraction -- a 

series of free love affairs which, paradoxically, prepared a 

man for marriage. (The effects on the woman were of no concern 

to the young author.)18 After his reconciliation with Shelley 

17 Shelley's side of the correspondence and his letters 
to Elizabeth Hitchener make it clear that Hogg attempted to 
excuse his conduct with ingenious arguments and to throw the 
blame onto Shelley. This strategy appears again in the Lifg in 
the famous "fragment of a novel," in which Hogg transforms his 
youthful self into ItWerter" [sic] and Shelley into "Albert," 
the cold husband of the lovely "Charlotte" (Harriet). He tops 
off this performance by attacking Shelley's style (HL 541-5). 
Hogg could not have known that the Hitchener letters (whose 
existence he did not suspect) would surface and spoil his 
ruse. 

18 That this heartless code was not Shelley's is clear 
both from his letters and from his review of Alexy, in which 
he again deprecates Hogg' s conception of free love. ( See 
Appendix. ) 
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late in 1812, he further alienated himself from his family by 

adopting yet another unconventional belief, vegetarianism 

a doctrine which did not prevent him from shooting birds which 

he did not eat on his visits to Norton. 

The one significant change in Hogg's views at this time 

relates to politics. Perhaps the conservative atmosphere of a 

Yorkshire lawyer's office persuaded him that it was safer to 

be a Whig (i.e. a moderate) rather than a radical. 19 In any 

case, when Shelley returned to London from Wales in 1813, he 

sought out his former friend and found him at the Middle 

Temple,20 to which he had been admitted on November 5, 1812. 

Evidently Shelley felt that Hogg had been given sufficient 

time not only to repent but to recover from his passion for 

Harriet, and perhaps he hoped that Hogg would at least be 

eager to hear about his friend's adventures, even if he could 

19 He did not, however, adopt his father's Tory views. 
Though he grew slowly more conservative as he aged, he was 
still nominally a Whig until 1836, when he was forty-four. 

20 Like the other Inns of Court, the Middle Temple was a 
bastion of conservatism. Hogg claims that he and his fellow 
"pupils" were all "high tories" (HL 365). Since conservatism 
was the safe position, perhaps Hogg pretended, even to 
Shelley, to be more conservative than he really was. His later 
association with the Whig reformer Lord Brougham and the 
"Radical sentiments [which he] published in the westminster 
Reyiew" in the mid-1820's (!1H 206) indicate that he was not 
yet a Tory. Since Hogg used the phrase "high Whig" to mean 
"Tory" in 1835 when he was at last becoming a genuine 
conservative (illl 210), it is just possible that "high tory" as 
used here means "Whig." 
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not share them. Instead, Hogg ridiculed Shelley's Irish 

enterprise, with the result that Shelley stopped confiding in 

him, particularly with regard to his political projects (YS 

198-9). 

But there were deeper feelings behind Hogg's scornful 

laughter at Shelley's "follies." Hogg must have known that his 

own career and Shelley's marriage made a return to the 

impassioned friendship of their Oxford days impossible, even 

if his political views had remained unchanged. More important, 

Hogg had not recovered from his love for Harriet, which had an 

emotional as well as a physical side to it. 21 It is clear, 

too, that he regarded himself as the injured party, "deserted" 

by both Shelleys for no just cause. 22 His feelings for 

Shelley himself are difficult to determine, but apparently 

Shelley's brilliance and personal attractiveness won out 

against Hoggls jealousy and resentment; he could not pass up 

the chance to spend time with so extraordinary a being, even 

if doing so meant damaging his career prospects (another 

probable cause for resentment). Though in Hogg'S view Shelley 

was unpredictable and inconsiderate, he brought color and 

21 See the Appendix for a fragmentary poem to Harriet, 
written soon after the birth of Ianthe in late June, 1813. 

22 Both Hogg's discussion of Shelley's "Essay on 
Friendship" (for which he invented a dedication) and his 
treatment of the "Werter" letter clearly reveal his lasting 
resentment of this supposed injury. (See Chapters IV and VI.) 
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excitement into the young lawyer's otherwise boring life. It 

must be emphasized, too, that Hogg's religious and social 

views were still as unorthodox as they had been at Oxford, 

where this shared unorthodoxy first drew him to Shelley. If 

Hogg had deeper feelings -- if, to put it bluntly, he loved 

Shelley in ways which few nineteenth-century Englishman dared 

express -- he did his best to suppress these feelings, or at 

least to hide them behind the ironic wit which served him 

throughout his life as both shield and weapon. 

Fragile and complicated as their renewed friendship was, 

the young men (both were now twenty) continued to find 

pleasure in each other's company. Since Harriet wanted as 

little as possible to do with Hogg and would not even allow 

him to see her infant Ianthe, born in June 1813,23 Hogg and 

Shelley usually met in the homes of Shelley's friends, in 

particular the Newton and Boinville families. 24 In the Lifg, 

Hogg pokes gentle fun at the "N's" and harshly ridicules "Mrs. 

B.," intimating that he had done his best to rescue Shelley 

from "the fumes of • • • sickly sentimentality" which emanated 

23 Hogg admits in the !J...f.g that Harriet "always made some 
excuse" when he asked to see Ianthe. But rather than arriving 
at the obvious conclusion -- Harriet did not want him near her 
baby -- he asserts that the infant had a "blemish" which 
Harriet did not want him to see (HL 526-7). 

24 Cornelia Newton, wife of the rather eccentric 
vegetarian J. F. Newton, was the younger sister of the more 
elegant Harriet Boinville, the widow of a French army officer. 
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from her circle of free-thinking friends iHL 552). But the 

youthful Hogg, despite a penchant for sarcasm, was by no means 

the scoffing conservative he became in later years. Far from 

laughing at the free-thinking Boinville circle, he was for 

awhile an active participant in it, learning vegetarianism 

from Mrs. Newton and, with Shelley, taking Italian lessons 

from Mrs. Boinville's eighteen-year-old daughter, Cornelia. 2s 

By 1814 Hogg had also met Shelley's new acquaintance, Thomas 

Love Peacock, and formed a superficial friendship with him, 

although there is evidence that he resented Peacock's presence 

in the Newton/Boinville circle. 26 

Late in 1814 the still fragile friendship between Hogg 

and Shelley faced a new crisis. At a time when Hogg still had 

25 Shelley made the mistake of resuming these lessons at 
a time when he was becoming estranged from Harriet -- and 
unfortunately became infatuated with the lovely cornelia, who 
was married to a Mr. Turner. 

26 One probable cause for resentment was Peacock's 
increasing intimacy with the Shelleys. Unlike Hogg, who was 
denied access to Ianthe, Peacock frequently saw both Harriet 
and her baby. But Hogg's resentment may have begun even before 
he met Peacock. First Mrs. Newton and then Shelley himself 
informed him that a "scholar" had accompanied the Shelleys on 
a trip to Edinburgh in November 1813. (Shelley refers to 
Peacock by name, a fact concealed by Hogg's version of the 
letter.) Hogg could not help but be reminded of his own 
association with the Shelleys in Edinburgh and York two years 
before, and he must have felt that his place in the Shelley 
circle had been usurped by a johnny-corne-lately, an intruder. 
That he also imagined Peacock as making advances to Harriet 
and succeeding where he, Hogg, had failed, is evident from 
accusations he made when he and Peacock were both in their 
sixties. 

---_._._---_.---
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mixed feelings of love and resentment for both Shelley and 

Harriet, Shelley's marriage began to decay. For a variety of 

reasons, among them his own "bondage at Holbourn Court" (HL 

551), Hogg saw little of the Shelleys at this time. He knew 

from his correspondence with Mrs. Newton and Mrs. Boinville, 

along with a single letter from Shelley dated March 16, 1814, 

that Shelley had been staying at the Boinvilles' without 

Harriet, that he was in a melancholy frame of mind, and that 

he was infatuated with the beautiful Cornelia Turner, Mrs. 

Boinville's married daughter, who was again giving him Italian 

lessons, this time minus Hogg. But Hogg could not have 

anticipated Shelley's next letter, dated October 4, 1814, 

which informed him of the much more serious affair with Mary 

Godwin,27 whom Hogg, notwithstanding a famous anecdote in the 

Life, had never met. Hogg's free love views, as noted earlier, 

were at bottom highly conventional; he approved of marriage 

and must have interpreted this new situation not as a loveless 

and therefore immoral marriage replaced by a pure and holy 

27 until this time Hogg was unaware that Shelley and Mary 
had eloped to the continent on July 28 (accompanied by Mary's 
sixteen-year-old stepsister, Claire Clairmont, as 
"translator"). Hogg alludes briefly to this letter (HIt 571) 
but does not print it, reserving it for the never-published 
third volume. This tactic enables him to postpone any 
reaction, real or feigned, to the elopement, and at the same 
time allows him to use the fabricated anecdote of his first 
encounter with Mary ("a very young female" dressed in tartan 
plaid who cries out Shelley's name in "a thrilling voice," HL. 
567-8). (See Chapter VI.) 
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union of kindred spirits (Shelley's view), but as seduction 

(of Mary) and desertion (of Harriet). 28 Any resentment he 

felt for Harriet's recent coldness would be set aside in favor 

of a natural sympathy with her as the injured party. But Hogg 

must have realized that to side openly with Harriet would not 

only be useless, since she still disliked him, 29 it would 

also alienate Shelley, whose friendship was the one spot of 

color in his dreary life. 

Anticipating just such a reaction, Shelley began his 

letter by painting a picture of his desperate unhappiness and 

lethargy, and presenting his new love as the cure for these 

ills. The entire letter is filled with images and arguments 

chosen deliberately to appeal to Hogg, and the fact that Hogg 

28 This view from the would-be seducer of Harriet is no 
doubt hypocritical, but Hogg had never considered himself at 
fault in that affair. In any case, he would have distinguished 
between seducing a married woman, who had already lost her 
virginity and could become pregnant with impunity, and the 
double fault of seducing a virgin (whose reputation would be 
irrevocably stained) and deserting a wife (whose happiness 
would be lost along with her means of support). Given the 
standard nineteenth-century view of women as helpless 
dependents who were of no value unless they were "pure, " 
Shelley's action would have been regarded as criminal by most 
people of the time, including Hogg's family. Only a personal 
knowledge of Shelley would prevent Hogg from sharing this 
view. 

29 Even Lady Scott concedes that .. in the nature of his 
past relations with Harriet, [Hogg] could not approach her 
with his sympathy ••• " (JH 87). 
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answered at all is a victory of sorts for Shelley. 30 But 

Hogg,.too, scored a victory. We do not, unfortunately, have 

his reply, which Shelley characterizes as "cold and 

unfriendly" (Journal 1:37), but we can guess that it was 

frigidly rational and didactic, much like the 1811 "Werter" 

letter in which Shelley had chastised Hogg for his sensuality 

and irresponsible conduct. Since Hogg was still indignant 

about this letter in 1858, thirty-six years after Shelley's 

death, the memory of it must have stung him almost to fury in 

1814. But once his temper had cooled and he had sorted out his 

feelings for Shelley (so far as that was possible), he must 

have relished this unprecedented opportunity to present 

himself as Shelley's moral superior and, in the process, 

acquire a little harmless revenge. 31 It was his turn to play 

Albert to Shelley's Werter, and if Shelley was hurt or angry, 

so be it. 

Meanwhile, Shelley had determined to make Hogg's reaction 

to Mary the test of his renewed friendship with Hogg, which 

was clearly no longer on the old intimate terms. Hogg agreed 

to the meeting, showing his disapproval of the situation with 

30 This letter provides convincing evidence that Shelley's 
sense of audience was much more sophisticated than has 
generally been recognized. 

31 This tactic, which apparently provided Hogg with some 
type of psychological satisfaction, appears repeatedly in the 
Li.f.g. 



48 

coldness and irony but evidently making no personal attacks on 

Shelley or Mary; at any rate, despite what Shelley now viewed 

as "radical differences of sympathy between us" (Journal 

1:45),32 the result of this first meeting was satisfactory to 

Shelley. Hogg, he records in the journal, was "pleased with 

Mary" (45). 

This statement appears at first to reflect mere wishful 

thinking on Shelley's part. It seems impossible that Hogg, so 

recently in love with Harriet, could feel anything for Mary 

beyond contempt for her as a kept mistress and resentment of 

her as an interloper, Harriet's enemy. Granted, she was very 

young33 and very much in love with Shelley, traits which 

would lead most men to feel some degree of compassion for her, 

but in contrast to the beautiful and relatively conventional 

Harriet, Mary must have seemed to Hogg like a plain little 

bluestocking, one who had lost her "virtue ll into the bargain. 

Moreover, it is clear from Mary's journal that initially she 

did not like him. Nevertheless, by December the two had formed 

32 See Journal 1: 37, 43 and 45. We are not given details 
of these conversations, but Hogg's real views were presumably 
concealed by his mockery. The disparity in "sympathy" was 
probably not so great as it seemed in contrast with the Oxford 
days (when the similarities were more apparent to both boys 
than the differences). In any case, Hogg's religious views had 
not changed; he was still an atheist. Nor had he altered his 
views on love, which, though unorthodox, had never been 
identical with Shelley's. 

33 Mary was only seventeen and emotionally immature, as 
her letters to Shelley at this time make very clear. 
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a friendship of sorts, and by Jan. 1, 1815, Hogg had declared 

his "love" for Mary, giving her presents and requesting a lock 

of her hair (which she dutifully provided).34 

Hogg was twenty-two, five years older than Mary, but 

aside from the unrequited love he had felt for Elizabeth and 

Harriet, his experience with the opposite sex was negligible. 

His motives in the affair with Mary are difficult to 

determine, especially since we do not have his side of the 

correspondence, but Mary's answers make it clear that he had 

expressed a desire for a physical consummation of their 

"love."35 His lifelong pursuit of women (or girls) associated 

with Shelley could conceivably reflect a frustrated and 

sublimated homosexual passion for Shelley. 36 Or perhaps he was 

34 See Letters 1: 403-4 n. 1 for the relations between 
Shelley, Hogg and Mary at this time and MWSL 1:6-14 for Mary's 
side of the correspondence. (Hogg's letters, as usual, are 
lost.) For contrasting views of Mary's motives in loving or 
trying to love Hogg, see JH 93 and Golden Years 24. 

35 Put another way, he did not distinguish between love 
and sexual attraction, and (at least in theory) had no 
scruples regarding sexual relations with a woman who was 
already "ruined" in society's view. It is highly unlikely that 
he would have considered himself as bound by any moral or 
emotional commitment to such a woman. (Cf. the conduct of his 
fictional hero, Alexy Haimatoff.) 

36 Both K. N. Cameron and Nathaniel Brown (Sexuality and 
Feminism in Shelley) regard the highly emotional responses of 
Shelley and Hogg to the Harriet affair (1811) as a kind of 
"lovers' quarrel" although both deny any physical basis to 
this "love" (Young Shelley 106 and Brown 138). Cameron appears 
to feel that this platonic homosexuality dissipated after the 
quarrel and played no part in later relations between the two 
young men. Brown suggests that Shelley's "compulsion to share 
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simply jealous of Shelley, whose looks and personality were 

more attractive than his own. After failing to seduce 

Harriet,37 he may have wanted to get even with the more 

successful "lady's man" by "possessing" his other women (Mary 

Godwin and Jane Williams). More likely he wished unconsciously 

to punish Shelley for deserting Harriet, to whom Hogg was 

still attracted despite her rejection of him. Certainly he 

felt that Shelley had treated him unfairly by branding him a 

seducer and deserting him in York; it was only just, in Hogg's 

view, for Shelley to make amends by allowing his injured 

his women with Hogg" could have resulted from a suppressed 
homosexual attraction to Hogg (138) I but Shelley's amused 
detachment regarding the Mary /Hogg affair is not indicative of 
passion, homosexual or otherwise. Oddly, Brown does not 
suggest a parallel motive for Hogg, whose "compulsion" is much 
more evident than Shelley's and sometimes operated 
independently of him, notably in his involvement with Jane 
Williams, which occurred after Shelley's death. In short, if 
either man was "compelled" by a frustrated homosexual passion, 
it was Hogg, not Shelley. 

37 As part of his strategy in the unsuccessful attempt to 
seduce Harriet, Hogg had imitated his charming friend's mode 
of dress. His tailor bill for Nov. 23, 1811 -- ironically 
received just after the Shelleys had left York -- includes "a 
Superfine Olive Surtout coat, [with] silk Sleeve linings and 
facings" and "a fine White Marcela Waistcoat. II As Cameron 
points out, Shelley had ordered almost identical items shortly 
after his arri val at Oxford. Hogg was clearly imi tating 
Shelley, presumably with the intention of impressing Harriet 
(SC 3:61-2). (The cost of the bill, 16 pounds, 7 shillings, 
and 4 pence, could not have improved his mood after the 
Shelleys' departure.) 

So far as we know, he did not go to any such pains in his 
pursuit of Mary, which seems to have been quite casual and 
conventional. 
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friend to "love" Mary.38 Yet it is equally certain that he 

did not really like Mary, who was neither as pretty nor as 

sweet-tempered as Harriet. 39 It is probable, then, that he 

was testing Shelley's friendship and forgiveness by applying 

what he still mistakenly considered to be Shelley's own 

theories, most likely without any real desire for a physical 

consummation of his "love." This largely epistolary affair, 

which had Shelley's full knowledge and approval, 40 was over 

by Mayor June of 1815. 

After Shelley's move to Bishopsgate in August 1815, 

Hogg's life settled into a more normal routine. Although he 

38 See note 22. 

39 Mary later developed an intense dislike for Hogg, but 
after Shelley's death she did her best to remain on good terms 
with him, apparently blaming herself for their past conflicts 
(~1:318-9). Hogg's aversion to Mary was even stronger and 
more permanent, though he treated her with cold civility when 
the occasion required. In 1822 he vainly hoped that the newly 
widowed Mary would remain in Italy, apparently feeling that 
her scandalous past would reflect upon her associates, notably 
himself and Jane Williams (the last of the Shelley-affiliated 
women whom he pursued). Paradoxically, he later criticized 
Mary for her conventionality in attending church (Maria 
Gisborne 78). See also ~ 1:223. 

40 Shelley may have felt that Hogg was justified in 
testing him, that he (Shelley) had failed to act on his own 
principles in the Harriet affair. But in both cases the "love" 
was only admissible to Shelley if both parties agreed to it, 
and he undoubtedly knew that Mary's love for him was greater 
than any attraction she might feel for the hook-nosed and 
satirical Hogg. While she could, Mary used the excuse of 
pregnancy to avoid sleeping with Hogg. It is highly unlikely 
that the affair was ever consummated. 
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often walked to Shelley's house on Friday afternoons from his 

office in London, the bulk of his time for the next several 

years was divided between law and Greek. The winter of 1815-

16, which he spent with his friends at Bishopsgate rather than 

at home in Norton, was, in his words, "a mere Atticism" 

(Athenians 55). (The remark is perhaps truer for Hogg and 

Peacock than for Shelley, who was engaged in the writing of 

Alastor.) Hogg's vegetarianism lapsed (not surprisingly given 

his love of food), but his agnosticism flourished, becoming, 

apparently under Peacock's influence, a kind of paganism. 41 

Soon after Shelley's return from a second tour abroad 

with Mary and her stepsister Claire Clairmont, Hogg took a 

brief tour of his own, to Paris by way of Leyden (winter 

1816). Meanwhile the relations between Hogg and his family, 

which had been strained by expulsion, atheism, vegetarianism, 

and continuing association with "Shelleyites" (Terrot's word), 

were eased by mutual anxiety for Hogg's young brother Robert, 

who had been suffering since 1815 from tubercular hip disease. 

This sweet-spirited boy, who lay in bed playing his violin and 

making a patchwork quilt for his future wife (~105), died in 

February 1817 after Hogg' s return to London from abroad. 

Another death may also have brought him grief, though there is 

41 with Peacock, Hunt, and Shelley, he raised altars to 
Pan (hili 103). 
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no record of his reaction -- Harriet Shelley had drowned 

herself in December 1816. 42 

In October 1817 Hogg was called to the bar. In the words 

of the DNB, he "went the circuit in Northumberland and Durham, 

where he obtained some practice, but his reserved manner and 

lack of fluency were not conducive to success" (958). (The 

entry makes no mention of his biting wit or unorthodox 

principles, most of which he still retained.) The monotony of 

his life at this time is illustrated by a letter to Peacock 

written from Norton during the long vacation of 1817: 

My enjoyments have consisted in taking down 
many books from the shelves & in replacing them, • 

• in riding or shooting, in propagating 
geraniums, in the study of flowers either wild or 
cultivated. . . • 

My larger ambition has two great objects To 
]mow all cases in law & all words, & authors in 
Greek. • My Smaller Ambition has also two 
little objects, to learn the names of the English 
flowers and of the constellations .••• (Athenians 
37) 

This letter, in which Hogg also speaks of towing "[ his] mind's 

boat. • • up the stream of Greek with the line of Scapula [a 

42 Lady Scott takes Hogg's anger over Harriet's death for 
granted. Although she admits that Hogg could not reasonably 
"attach more culpability to Shelley for this disaster than he 
had already forgiven," she suggests that the two young men 
avoided each other for awhile (JH 108). This surmise, though 
not supported by evidence, is certainly plausible. 
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dictionary] II provides a fair sample of Hogg's interests and of 

his penchant for pedantic metaphors. 43 

Except for the death of his second brother William in 

1821 at the age of 18, Hogg's life between Shelley's final 

departure from England (March 1818) and Shelley's death (July 

1822) was relatively uneventful. In the same letter to Peacock 

in which he expresses his grief over his brother's death, Hogg 

mentions hunting partridges ("I sent you three as a specimen. 

I wish they had been better"); otherwise he is occupied as 

usual with law and Greek (Athenians 67). His long-distance 

relationship with Shelley was unimpassioned, marked by the 

exchange of a few impersonal letters which might have been 

written by mere acquaintances. 44 But Hogg's feelings for 

Shelley, both his love and his resentment, had not changed; 

they were merely dormant, held in reserve until Shelley's 

43 liMy mind's boat" may be an allusion to the recently 
published Alastor. Although there is no conclusive evidence 
that Hogg read the poem, he apparently received a 
complimentary copy. He claims to have received copies of all 
of Shelley's published works except the Irish political 
pamphlets (Ill! 318), and a letter to Hogg from Mary dated 
December 11, 1838, asks to borrow his copy of the poem (HL 3 
and MWSL 2:301), a request with which he did not comply (~ 
2:301 n.) In any case, the metaphor seems too close to the 
symbolism in Alastor to be coincidental. 

44 Only seven letters from Shelley to Hogg are extant for 
the years 1818-22, as compared with 48 for 1811 alone. During 
the same four-year period (1818-22), Peacock received 30 
letters from Shelley and Hunt received 26. It is clear, 
however, that Shelley expected these friends to share their 
letters with Hogg. 
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return to England should make a more intimate relationship 

possible. His grief and shock on hearing of Shelley's death 

were almost certainly unfeigned. 45 

But Hogg's grief was mitigated by an unexpected legacy --

the return to England of the last of Shelley's women. Jane 

williams, to whom Shelley had written some wistfully delicate 

lyrics ,46 had been "widowed" when her common-law husband, 

Edward Williams, drowned with Shelley in the Bay of Spezia. 47 

45 On rece~v~ng the terrible news in a letter from Leigh 
Hunt, Hogg had instantly written to John Gisborne to confirm 
what he already knew. In a letter to Mary, Maria Gisborne 
comments, "[Hogg's] letter. • • , having been written when 
sudden mental anguish had thrown him off his guard, manifested 
most clearly the existence of that fine sensibility which in 
his intercourse with the world he so studiously endeavors to 
conceal" Maria Gisborne 92). In the same letter she movingly 
describes her own and Mr. Gisborne's dismay on hearing the 
news (91-2). Hogg's reaction must have been similar. His 
letter, as usual, is lost, but Mr. Gisborne's reply appears on 
pages 87-88 of his wife's journal. 

46 After the deaths of two small children in quick 
succession, Mary was suffering from a very understandable 
depression. Finding her unresponsive to his own intense 
emotional and sexual needs, Shelley had sought solace in an 
apparently platonic affection for Jane, who was pretty and 
musical but by no means the intellectual equal of Mary. There 
is no indication of jealousy or resentment on the part of 
Jane's "husband," Edward Williams, who loved and admired 
Shelley. 

47 Born Jane Cleveland, she married captain John Edward 
Johnson in 1814, but the marriage was unhappy. Johnson was 
frequently away, and during his visits home he inflicted 
unspecified "irreparable injuries" on Jane. In 1817 she eloped 
with Williams while the captain was on a sea voyage. Under the 
laws of the time, she could not obtain a divorce, but she 
lived with Williams as his wife and used his name CRees 36-
40). She returned to England after Williams' death in 1822. 
Johnson, a disreputable character, arranged his own 
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That Hogg should have been attracted to Jane is hardly 

surprising given his compulsion to woo Shelley's women -- and 

no others. But that the beautiful Jane should be attracted to 

Hogg is nothing short of astonishing. Sylva Norman, wondering 

why Jane would choose to place herself under Hogg's 

protection, comments: 

It is hard to view Hogg as an attractive sui tor 
where the ashes of Williams and the ghost of 
Shelley lurked. To begin with, he was good looking 
only in comparison with [John] Gisborne [whose huge 
nose Shelley had compared with Hogg's "large hook 
nose" and his own "little turn-up" one, Letters 
2:114).] Noses are not all. Hogg fancied himself as 
a wit, and as an inveterate cynic. He was a wary 
man, determined not to be defrauded by flummery. 
Scepticism and irreverence were the shoes he walked 
in. (AS xli) 

Norman's picture is slightly exaggerated -- Hogg did have 

loyal friends who understood and appreciated his biting wit 

and shared or overlooked his atheism -- but he was as 

unpopular outside his immediate circle at thirty as he had 

been at eighteen. (Crabb Robinson "intimated a strong doubt" 

as to whether he would belong to a proposed dining club if 

disappearance in 1823 -- about the time that Hogg began his 
courtship. Since Jane did not know whether her husband was 
alive or dead, she could not risk committing bigamy by 
marrying Hogg. Johnson resurfaced in 1838, at which time he 
attempted to blackmail the wrong Mr. Hogg (151). He died in 
1840, but the Hoggs did not take advantage of the fact to 
legitimize their union. 

-------------------- ------
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Hogg became a member: "he is a scorner, and I am uncomfortable 

in his presence," Norman xlii.) 48 

Hogg, then, was neither handsome nor charming. Nor would 

his intellect, which was quite powerful despite his failure as 

a lawyer, be likely to appeal to the pragmatic and rather 

ordinary Jane. But he shared her love of domesticity (good 

cooking in particular),49 and he could provide her two small 

children with a home and a father. Having suffered the sting 

of prejudice as the result of her unorthodox union with 

Williams, she probably craved a stable relationship and the 

appearance of respectability: "marriage" to an eccentric but 

outwardly conventional North country lawyer might very well 

pass as legitimate in the eyes of English society. Moreover, 

Hogg did not condemn her for her "sinful" past, either because 

his own record was not without blemish or because he still 

believed, at least theoretically, in free love. Norman 

suggests that Jane, "exhausted by storms and shipwrecks," 

found in Hogg a "respectable lawyer, •.• bound by a dull 

48 Elsewhere he calls Hogg a "contemptuous polemic [who 
offends me] by his scorn of those I most admire and love" 
(Hudson 61). Unlike Hogg, Robinson admired Shelley's poetry, 
considering him (along with Wordsworth, Coleridge, and Byron) 
as "one of the four masters of poetry in [his] age" (297). His 
condemnation of the 1..i.fg is unequivocal: "A worse book was 
never written" (296). 

49 Jane had been criticized by Shelley for possessiveness 
regarding her saucepans (Letters 2:427), and Hogg's fondness 
for good dinners had been satirized in the character of 
Humphrey Hippy in Peacock's novel, Melincourt. 



58 

routine, [who was] never liable to suggest overturning the 

boat either literally or metaphorically" (xliii) .50 With 

Hogg, in other words, Jane could hope to be an ordinary 

"housewife" with an ordinary "husband." 

Hogg's letters to Jane provide a striking contrast to his 

letters to Elizabeth Shelley and to the declarations of "love" 

for Harriet and Mary which we can infer from Shelley's and 

Mary's correspondence. In the later letters he appears 

sometimes facetious, sometimes paternal, but never ardent and 

seldom flirtatious. Either he is more serious because he is 

seeking a "wife" rather than a conquest (he was now past 

thirty and wished to appear conventional), or he is proceeding 

carefully for fear of rejection. The early letters to Jane 

bear no greeting, not even "dear Jane." Not until August 1825, 

three years after their initial meeting, does he dare to 

address her as "My Sweet & Dear Friend," or, more commonly, 

"My Dear Friend." After their unofficial marriage in 1827, she 

50 A reference to a story in Trelawny's Records of Shelley 
and Byron (1878) in which Shelley invites Jane to drown with 
him so they can "solve the great mystery" together (1:158). 
The invitation, if it was made at all, was probably intended 
as a jest, but Trelawny was as oblivious as Hogg to Shelley's 
sense of humor. In any case, as White points out, the anecdote 
does not appear in Trelawny's earlier Recollections (1858) -
strong evidence against its authenticity (Shelley 2:624 n.1). 
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becomes "Mamma" and he becomes "Dah" -- a conventionally 

Victorian relationship before the advent of Victoria. 51 

Hogg had planned to travel with Shelley on the continent 

in 1815 but an unforeseen circumstance (Claire Clairmont's 

affair with Byron) and his own career had prevented the plans 

from materializing. In August of 1825, however, he at last 

made his European tour, apparently at the insistence of Jane 

Williams. (In the words of the ~, Jane accepted his proposal 

"on condition that he should qualify himself by a course of 

foreign travel," 998). After touring Germany and Italy and 

returning to England in February 1826, he published his 

journal, Two Hundred and Nine Days, accurately described in 

the DNB as "a record of trivial occurrences, seasoned by the 

strong personality of the author" (998-9.) 

The connection with Jane did not improve Hogg' s relations 

with his family, staunch conservatives who could neither 

understand nor quite forgive his unconventional beliefs and 

general eccentricity. In contrast to Shelley, who stood on 

principles at the expense of his family, Hogg, though still a 

pantheist or atheist, had tried to placate his father by 

51 According to Jane's biographer Joan Rees, the couple's 
decision to live together (along with Jane's two illegitimate 
children) was forced on them by nature: Jane was pregnant 
(Rees 136-7). The baby, Mary Prudentia, was born in November 
1827 but died in May 1829 (143). Her brief existence, first 
noted by Betty Bennett (~ 1:557), was unsuspected by Hogg's 
biographer, Lady Scott. 
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attending church on his visits to Norton (JH 149). But the 

breach was never completely healed. When the elder Hogg died 

in December 1823, his will deprived Jefferson of the 

pri vileges of an eldest son. Instead he had to split his 

inheri tance equally with his one remaining brother, John. 

(Their mother remained in possession of the house and much of 

the property, ~ 158). The death of his father alleviated 

Hogg's financial problems but did not end the opposition to 

his intended "marriage." The three women at Norton were firmly 

against it. Hoggls brother John, who might have been more 

supportive than their sisters, was miffed because Jefferson 

had prevented him from seeing Teresa Guiciolli (Byron's former 

mistress) on his own trip to Italy. 52 After the "marriage," 

Hogg's mother refused to receive Jane. Even the births of his 

daughters, the second named Prudentia Sarah after his mother 

and sisters, were not acknowledged at Norton. Fi ve years 

passed with no return to the once friendly correspondence 

between Hogg and his family. The faul t, as Lady Scott 

observes, was partly Hogg's own; his "pride and oyster-like 

propensity to close" had their consequences in the alienation 

of his family (193). 

52 Hogg did not wish John to hear of his intended 
connection with Jane "in that way" (i.e. as gossip from the 
Countess Guiciolli), instead hoping that he could overcome his 
brother's objections by informing him in person. Unfortunately 
for Hogg, his plan succeeded only in alienating his one 
prospective ally (JH 190-1). 
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Hogg I S career, less than distinguished already, also 

suffered as a result of his common-law marriage. According to 

Lady Scott, Hogg's career prospects "derived almost entirely 

from his family's interests in the north of England," and 

their view of Jane as "a kept mistress, whose name must never 

be mentioned to them," resulted in Hogg' s being snubbed by 

"respectable legal circles in Durham and York" «197). Lady 

Scott is probably correct in her assumption that the snubbing 

would have been less extensive had Hogg previously been more 

successful (197). In any case, Hogg felt it wise to abandon 

his unprofitable journeys to the North and to look for 

employment in London. 

In the late 1820's an opportunity seemed to arise. Still 

a Whig despite his family's Tory connections, Hogg had managed 

to make a few liberal allies, the most important being Henry 

Lord Brougham (1778-1868), a reforming MP who would later 

become lord chancellor. Hoping that Brougham would appoint him 

to a judgeship, Hogg in the meantime applied for a 

professorship at the new University of London, founded in 

February 1826 by Brougham and other Radicals. 53 Brougham had 

evidently promised the Civil Law Professorship to Hogg, and 

for about two years Hogg applied himself to studying and 

53 Hogg, masquerading as a lifelong Tory, repudiates this 
association in the Life. 



62 

preparing his lectures. In 1831, however, Hogg's course was 

canceled for lack of students (JH 199). 

In financial straits, Hogg began writing for periodicals, 

as he had done in 1823-6. 54 Aware of his predicament, Mary 

kindly introduced him to her father's friend, Edward Lytton 

Bulwer, who was seeking material on Shelley and who agreed to 

publish a series of articles on Shelley at Oxford in his New 

Monthly Magazine. 55 Mary also wrote to Peacock asking him to 

consider Hogg for a position in the East India Company. 

Defending Hogg's "judgment" as "sound in most cases" and his 

"industry" as "unwearied," she argued that the only objection 

against him was his odd appearance (~ 2:274). Peacock, who 

was probably more concerned about Hogg's peculiar personality 

than his unusual appearance, may also have doubted his 

friend's abilities. In any case, he did not consider Hogg a 

suitable candidate, though he later procured a position for 

Hogg's young stepson, Edward Medwin Williams, called "Meddy" 

(illi 199-200). 

54 Hogg's periodical writings, most of them on classical 
subjects, differ markedly in style, spirit, and subject matter 
from his youthful novel, Alexy Haimatoff. For the most part 
they are obscure and pedantic, full of recondite allusions, 
ironic asides and confusing digressions -- in all of which 
they presage the Life of Shelley. Hogg's topics include 
Apuleius, Etruscan history, ancient tachygraphists and 
palimpsests (~ 279). 

55 These articles, which were incorporated verbatim into 
Hogg's Life of Shelley, will be discussed in detail in the 
Oxford chapter. 
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Conditions improved for Hogg in 1832 when Brougham 

appointed him a member of the Royal Commission on Municipal 

Corporations, an office which Lady Scott describes as 

lucrative but temporary (200). In the hope of obtaining a 

permanent appointment, he again began attending the Durham and 

Newcastle assizes. Since the journeys to the North would bring 

him near Norton, he decided to attempt a reconciliation with 

his family. In Lady Scott's words, "the immediate response was 

not very conciliatory" ( 202). His sister Prue' s letter, 

wri tten on behalf of her mother "with a bellicose emphasis and 

underlining that was not at all the elder Prudentia's style of 

grieved piety" (.ill! 202), is worth quoting: 

My dear Jefferson, We received a letter from John 
yesterday, who informed us, that you tell him, that 
"you mean to be at the Durham and Newcastle assizes 
this Summer, & intend being at Norton both before, 
and after, the assizes." Your mother's eyes and 
Health will not now permit her, to write to any 
person, I therefore at her particular request, 
write for her, to enquire, if this, is your real 
intention, & at what time you will be here, she 
supposes you intend coming alone, and I am to say, 
that if you QQ ~ here, you must be contented and 
agreeable, and behave with affection and kindness, 
to all in the House, & treat sll ~ friends with 
attention who we may invite; as if you pay us a 
visit, you will make no difference in regard to the 
company we invite, our opinions amusements or 
pursuits! We know that gll our neighbors are not 
talented or clever people, but we do not wish them 
to be treated with disrespect. We shall expect an 
early answer to what I have said and I remain 

your affectionate Sister 
Prudentia Ann Hogg (JH 202) 
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This letter, more amusing to the casual reader than it must 

have been to the recipient, makes clear the family's attitude 

toward Jane, whose presence is not to be permitted, and their 

view of Hogg himself as potentially rude and supercilious. 

Most unfortunately, Lady Scott does not print Hogg's reply. 

Apparently the visit was fairly satisfactory both to Hogg and 

his family -- at any rate, there is no record of friction. 

During a later visit, occasioned by the death of an aunt in 

October 1835, he seems to have been well-received 

presumably he was on his best behavior for the moment (JH 

210). 

The reunion with his family was not the only result of 

Hogg's appointment to the Royal Commission. It also brought 

out his latent conservatism. Although Lady Scott's account of 

the situation is not entirely clear and is heavily biased in 

Hogg's favor, it appears that Hogg and another member of the 

commission, Sir Francis Palgrave, refused to sign a general 

report formulated by the chairman and his secretary on the 

grounds that it did not reflect the views of all twenty 

commissioners -- i.e. it was compiled before their own reports 

were submitted (206-7). Hogg also insisted on publishing his 

own reports, which characteristically went beyond the facts to 

present his own personal impressions (208). Even in an 

official document he could not stay with the point. As Lady 

Scott puts it, "brevity and lucidity were not the virtues of 
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Hogg's style"; his forte was sardonic wit, and despite pleas 

from his friend Robert Ingham, a Whig MP, he insisted on 

including "an occasional satirical jest" (209). It was, 

however, the views Hogg expressed in his reports rather than 

their idiosyncratic style which caused him to be viewed as a 

renegade by his party. This abrupt switch to "high Whig 

principles," as Hogg called them (ill:l 210), had no noticeable 

effect, good or otherwise, on his career. In 1833 he resumed 

his attendance on the circuit, writing affectionate and 

occasionally irritable letters to Jane, one of which 

(responding to Jane's spells of dejection), begins memorably 

with, "My Dear Mamma, You are a shabby fellow, & that is the 

fact. ." (M 82). Despite such letters and a disparity in 

tastes (Hogg and Jane had no common interests except 

domesticity), the "marriage" was reasonably happy, especially 

after the birth of Prudentia Sarah in 1836. Though he taught 

Prudentia Latin and Greek and evidently indoctrinated her with 

his agnosticism,56 Hogg was more concerned with the quality 

of her needlework (M 88). She was apparently devoted to her 

father and did not marry until after his death. Both husbands, 

56 Lady Scott relates an anecdote, based on Hogg family 
tradition, in which Prudentia, attending the christening of 
Peacock's grandson (the child of Peacock's daughter Mary Ellen 
and her poet husband, George Meredith), "leaned over the child 
with the words: 'Let me kiss him while he is still a little 
Pagan If' (244). Mary Ellen's reaction is not recorded; Peacock 
no doubt approved. 
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Thomas James Arnold and James Lonsdale, were scholarly 

attorneys. 

For ten years after he went back on the circuit (1833), 

Hogg continued to seek a minor judgeship or similar preferment 

but did not succeed. He did manage to achieve what Lady Scott 

calls the "minor success of an appointment as Revising 

Barrister for Northumberland and Berwick," a post which 

involved taking journeys to the North twice a year for twenty 

years (216). 

Relations with his family were somewhat less successful, 

or rather they again deteriorated. Another minor dispute with 

his brother John in 1836 was followed by a more serious 

quarrel on the death of their mother Prudentia in 1838. Each 

son inherited 300 pounds a year (half of their mother's 

annuity) and a half interest in the house and lands (with the 

option of selling to the other). Though Jefferson was the 

elder son, his London connections would be difficult to 

maintain as the squire of Norton and his living arrangements 

would be unacceptable to his conservative neighbors. In 

contrast, John was the epitome of North country 

respectability, having acted as head of the family since their 

father's death in 1823. Becoming tenant of Norton for a year 

pending settlement of his mother's will, John wrote his 

brother almost daily letters (alternately angry and imploring) 

in an attempt to persuade him of the need for an immediate 
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settlement. Jefferson, however, wanted a higher price than 

John was willing to pay. Ultimately the dispute was settled to 

the satisfaction of both brothers. John became Squire of 

Norton, writing scholarly papers and staying off the legal 

circuit as Jefferson desired, and presumably they compromised 

on the price. The brothers resumed an amicable correspondence, 

conspiring in 1842 to prevent their sister Prue (aged 46) from 

entering into a belated marriage (JH 234-5). 

Domestic troubles of another sort broke out in 1842 when 

Jane's daughter Rosalind or Dina (to whom Hogg had referred in 

his letters to Jane as IIWorthy" or "Estimable") fell in love 

with her childhood playmate Henry Hunt, the son of Leigh Hunt 

and his now alcoholic wife, Marianne. Henry and Dina made 

plans to marry despite the young man's poor health and limited 

prospects. After a bitter fight between mother and daughter, 

Hogg sent Dina abroad to learn French, allowing the lovers to 

correspond as they wished. (No doubt, as Lady Scott intimates, 

he remembered Timothy Shelley's futile attempts to prevent 

correspondence between himself and Shelley.) He then IIshut 

himself away from the controversy among his books II (240). Dina 

returned to England, married Henry and took refuge with the 

Hunts, only to be evicted by Marianne after a dispute. Jane 

found cheap lodgings for her now pregnant daughter. 

IIThereafter," says Lady Scott, "she was to come to forgive 

Henry and to become happily employed as 'the slave of Dina' 
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[Trelawny's phrase] and her seven babies" (241). The incident 

did not improve Hogg's friendship with Leigh Hunt, which was 

already decaying and later would be destroyed altogether. Hogg 

was slightly more comfortable dealing with Dina's brother, 

though he believed that even gentle boys like Meddy should be 

strictly disciplined (AS. 40-1). After Peacock procured a 

position for Meddy at India House in 1842, Hogg wrote the 

young man a letter advising him to save his money and keep up 

his interest in the classics (A§ 91-2) -- advice indicative of 

his own values. 

In middle life, then, Hogg was an opinionated but 

outwardly respectable lawyer and a reasonably happy family 

man, his stinging wit the only sign that the Regency rebel had 

not completely metamorphosed into a Victorian paterfamilias. 

He had long attended church on his visits to Norton to pacify 

his family, and now he began to develop an apparently genuine 

tolerance for Christianity. Two quotations from letters to his 

young friend, the brilliant and beautiful Mary Ellen Peacock 

Meredith, show something of Hogg's religious views at this 

time. In the first, he says: 

There is good in everything, even in Cholera; for 
it is an admirable excuse for missing Church, where 
I always go whilst I am in the country, for 
example's sake, unless I can find a good excuse; as 
you know, my dear fellow Christian, how tiresome a 
thing is a droning sermon. (~ 246) 
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The attitude reflected here is certainly not orthodoxy or 

piety; except for the phrase "my dear fellow Christian," which 

perhaps implies that religion lies in the heart of the 

believer and not in institutions, it sounds like a concession 

to Norton values well seasoned with hypocrisy. The second 

passage is more serious and more revealing: 

I am happy & grateful to the supreme Disposer, and 
disposed by him to live in Charity with all men. 
And with all women too: with the latter indeed, not 
only in Charity, but in Faith & Hope. These are the 
Christian virtues, and thro [sic] these we are 
enabled to love with an Angel's love, & thus to 
fulfill the New Commandment ["Thou shalt love thy 
neighbor as thyself"] (24).57 

This passage shows that the Anglican liturgy is fresh in 

Hogg's memory, and, despite his terminology ("Supreme 

Disposer" for "God"), he seems to believe what he is saying. 

Acceptance of Christian virtues does not, however, imply an 

57 These letters were written in 1853 or 1854, while Mary 
Ellen was still living with her husband, George Meredith. The 
usual story of her later life, as told by Lady Scott, for 
example, is that in 1858 she ran away with a young painter, 
Henry Wallis, leaving behind her husband and small son. 
Abandoned by Wallis and rejected by her husband, she died in 
1860 at the age of 39 (~ 250). This account has recently been 
questioned by Diane Johnson, who argues that it is derived 
from Meredith's sonnet sequence, Modern Love, and/or the 
biased and inaccurate information which Meredith provided to 
his early biographers. According to Johnson, Mary Ellen left 
Meredith before her affair with Wallis, and Wallis did not 
desert her (Lesser Lives, passim). Johnson also questions the 
usual assumption (expressed by Lady Scott, ~ 245), that Mary 
Ellen, daughter of the adamantly pagan Peacock, was a devout 
Christian (Johnson 209). Even minor figures, it appears, 
suffered from the distortions inflicted by Victorian 
biographers. 
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acceptance of Christian doctrines, and Hogg may have retained 

his doubts regarding such matters as the reality of the 

Resurrection, the existence of the Trinity, and the efficacy 

of Holy Communion. Pointing to a passage in which Hogg asks, 

"Does anyone who knew Shelley believe that he has ceased to 

exist -- that he is really dead -- that we shall never see him 

more?" (HL 14-15), Lady Scott comments, 

Orthodox •.. he could never be called, but [this] 
remark • • • suggests [that] however weary he had 
become of argument in religion, .. he was 
prepared to accept belief in immortality of the 
soul and to accept the outward manifestations of 
that belief in the Christianity of his own time and 
country. (247) 

If she is correct, the man who in 1823 condemned Mary's 

conventionality in attending church had himself become 

conventional. Without question, he had adopted the appearance 

of conventionality, and it is this Hogg -- fiercely Tory and 

more or less Christian -- that we see in Hogg's Life of 

Shelley. 

The highlight of Hogg's life occurred in February 1857 

when, at age 64, he was asked by Sir Percy and Lady Jane 

Shelley to write a biography of his long-dead friend. 58 Lady 

58 R. A. Streatfeild states in the introduction to his 
1904 reprint of the 1832 "Shelley at Oxford" articles that 
Hogg was "commissioned by the Shelley family to write the 
poet's biography and was furnished with the necessary papers" 
in "about 1855" (xii). Though Streatfeild provides neither 
authority nor evidence for this date, which appears to be a 
mere conjecture, the year 1855, minus the qualifying "about," 
has been repeated as fact by Norman, Lady Scott, and others. 
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Shelley had tried to arrange a reunion of Shelley's old 

friends, excluding Claire clairmont, whom she disliked, but 

Hunt was too ill to travel, Trelawny refused to attend, and 

Peacock was apparently too entangled in personal affairs to 

come. 59 Only Hogg, who had already made several visits to 

Boscombe with his "wife" Jane, accepted the invitation. Having 

known Shelley since their college days and having written the 

popular "Shelley at Oxford" articles, Hogg seemed like the 

ideal candidate to write a biography of the poet. Lady Shelley 

lent him many of her valuable materials, including letters 

given to her by the publisher Thomas Hookham and reminiscences 

solicited by Shelley's sister Hellen from Shelley's relatives 

and friends. 60 

But Lady Shelley's abortive attempt to bring Shelley's old 
friends together at Boscombe in February 1857 indicates that 
she had not yet officially selected Hogg. The first letter in 
his correspondence with Lady Shelley, dated March 22, 1857, 
appears to indicate that he had received his first materials 
from the Boscombe files on the previous day. (See Appendix.) 

59 Most Shelley scholars have assumed that Peacock, with 
his well-known aversion to biography, also refused the 
invitation. But his unpublished note to Lady Shelley expresses 
his "desir[e] to avail [him]self of [her] kind invitation" and 
his regret that "domestic circumstances make it extremely 
doubtful, whether [he will be able to] leave home within the 
time specified." (See his letter dated February 10, 1857, in 
the Appendix.) 

60 The widely held assumption that Lady Shelley solicited 
these letters for Hogg is incorrect, as I will demonstrate in 
Chapter IV. 
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The old man's letters to his dead friend's daughter-in-

law,61 frequently characterized by Shelley scholars as 

"intimate" or "cordial" on the basis of a few unrepresentative 

excerpts published by R. Glynn Grylls in an appendix to Mary 

Shelley, are in fact patronizing and disturbingly personal, 

sometimes even presumptuous. Addressing Lady Shelley as 

"Wrennie tl and signing himself "Dah" (the fatherly nickname 

used in letters to his "wife"), he feels free to advise her on 

the most intimate matters, 62 yet will suffer no 

"interference" with his Life of Shelley even from the woman 

who commissioned the biography and supplied him with many of 

his most important documents: 

Our Book. • will certainly succeed, if I can 
exclude all interference. I gave the strictest 
injunctions [to the publisher, Moxon], that no 
person whatever is to see the MS, or any part of 
it. • At present it is divided among many 

61 See the Appendix for all twenty-one letters from Hogg 
to the Shelleys and related documents, including letters from 
Sir Percy, Peacock, the publisher Moxon, and a law firm, the 
name of which I am unable to decipher. Most of these letters, 
which I found scattered among the Duke University microfilms 
of the Abinger collection, have never been published. 

~ In an appalling intrusion into the childless 
"Wrennie"'s personal life, he tells her: 

It wod be treason to beauty to doubt, that such an 
attractive young creature will obtain her wish [to have 
a child] at last: -- but you must not disbelieve and 
despond; you must believe, have confidence, faith, & you 
will triumph at last.-- But mind, when they arrive, make 
them wear Caps! the race of bald-headed, bare-headed 
babies is frightful! sucking Turnips [sic]. (Appendix, 
Letter 5) 
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composi tors, & consequently out of the reach of 
restless & officious curiosity, or intermeddling. 
(Letter 17) 

As Gry11s points out, the tone and content of these letters, 

in particular Hogg's contention that "our book must be 

amusing" (Letter 10), ought to have warned "Wrennie" and sir 

Percy (whom Hogg designates in this correspondence as "Our 

Friend") that Hogg's treatment of Shelley would be something 

less (or other) than they desired. 63 

But the letters also show a side of Hogg that elicits the 

reader's sympathy. For the tired old man, who had not retired 

from his position as Revising Barrister for Northumberland, 

the rigors of "going the circuit" must have been nearly 

unbearable. Overweight and troubled by gout, he evidently 

stopped making the effort to see his friends when he was in 

London, finding it much easier to "shuffle on his slippers" 

after a day's work and "sink into a book which [would] not 

reproach him if he doze[d]" (ill! 251). 

63 Grylls's remark, which relates only to "bantering" and 
exaggeration, understates the case. Besides the shocking 
tactlessness of passages like that quoted in the previous note 
and the intrusive egotism one would expect from Hogg, many of 
these letters reveal contempt for or malice against a variety 
of persons, among them his rival biographers, Thomas Medwin 
and Edward Tre1awny, Shelley's publisher friend Thomas 
Hookham, the author and editor Edward Bu1wer Lytton (whose 
audacity in editing the 1832 Oxford articles Hogg still 
resented), and Shelley's first love, Harriet Grove, whom Hogg 
had never even met. 
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The pUblication of the Liig in early April 1858 did very 

little to increase the comfort of Hogg's last days. The 

reviews were mostly disparaging, not so much of his veracity, 

which the reviewers were not in a position to question, as of 

his egocentricity, his obscure and hyperbolic style, and his 

fondness for trivial digressions, most of them 

autobiographical. His friends, new and old, were also 

critical. The Shelleys, of course, were extremely disturbed 

that the book dedicated to Lady Shelley was not a biography 

but a "caricature" in which at least some of the documents had 

been falsified. 64 On May 12, Sir Percy wrote to Hogg 

protesting his "indiscreet use" of their materials and 

expressing concern "as to the tone and spirit with which [Hogg 

would] treat" the separation from Harriet, the elopement with 

Mary, and Harriet's suicide. In order to avoid "future 

misunderstanding" and as "a duty ••• to the memory of [his] 

mother," Sir Percy requested 

64 As Lady Shelley informed Hunt in a letter dated June 
3, 1858, she and Sir Percy had already discovered that 

all the letters to [Thomas] Hookham (whom [Hogg] 
designates as H. T.) [are] garbled & falsified to a 
wonderful extent, so that we can scarcely recognise them. 
(Peck 9) 

She correctly speculates that Hogg has "dealt in the same way" 
with the letters to himself from Shelley, "no one ever having 
seen the originals but [Hogg] himself" (Peck 9). 

See the Appendix for this letter, Hunt's response, and 
Lady Shelley's Preface to Shelley Memorials, in which she 
records their reaction and hints at falsification without 
presenting the valid evidence behind such a charge. 
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a plain and decided answer to this question.--
Will you submit the proofs of your future 

volumes to my inspection with the clear 
understanding that I am to have the right to erase 
(before publication) any passages which in my 
opinion may tend to throw discredit and ridicule on 
the memories of my father & mother[?] 

As the same feeling ought to animate us both 
-- our only object being to gi ve due honour & 
credit to my father and your early friend -- you 
will fully appreciate the motives which have caused 
this letter. (Grylls MS 292) 

Though this tactful letter, which by no means expresses the 

full extent of the Shelleys' consternation and concern, 65 

presents what Sir Percy must have considered to be a 

reasonable request, it did not have the intended effect. 

Viewing his Life of Shelley as a "glorious luminary" which was 

to "quench" all opposition" (Letter 16) ,66 Hogg had gone to 

the trouble of dividing his manuscript among various 

compositors to avoid "interference" from the Shelleys or 

anyone else. Earlier he had informed Lady Shelley that should 

anything happen to his "love of a book" -- "shd there be any 

hitch in the publication, shd a word, a syllable, be omitted, 

or altered," he would "fall sick, languish & die" (Letter 14). 

65 See previous note. 

156 This mixed metaphor may be an allusion to Shelley's 
Epipsychidion, lines 312-313, in which "the Planet of that 
Hour" is "quenched," but with the imagery illogically reversed 
so that the "luminary" does the "quenching." If so, Hogg must 
have been more familiar with Shelley's poetry than he is 
willing to admit, though he appears to have retained the image 
without seeing the veiled reference to Harriet's death by 
drowning pointed out by Cameron ("Planet-Tempest" 649) -- or 
so one must hope. 
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Given such paranoid egotism, it is hardly surprising that he 

did not comply with, or even respond to, Sir Percy's request. 

In consequence the Shelleys reclaimed their borrowed 

documents, retrieving them all by June 3 (Skylark 198) and 

wrote for help to Shelley's old friends, Peacock and Hunt. 

These men, who had actually known shelley, were also 

cri tical -- more so, in Peacock's case, than is generally 

known. The few public corrections in his review for Fraser's 

magazine (June 1858), small as they were, appear to have 

aroused Hogg's indignation,67 but the intensity of his anger, 

even in a man whose sensitivity to criticism bordered on the 

neurotic, seems to indicate a knowledge (or at least a 

suspicion) of Peacock's real sentiments. Privately Peacock had 

complained to Claire Clairmont about the intrusion of too much 

autobiographical matter into what ought to have been Shelley's 

biography. More important, as the unpublished correspondence 

in my Appendix reveals, he agreed, at Sir Percy's request, to 

take out an injunction against Hogg's third and fourth volumes 

if Hogg continued to ignore Sir Percy's request to submit the 

proofs of these volumes to his inspection before 

publication. 60 Peacock informed the Shelleys that their 

" See Preface, Note 9. 

68 As indicated above, sir Percy had by this time 
reclaimed all the Boscombe materials but still felt that 
further restraints on the recalcitrant Hogg were necessary. He 
approached Peacock, who, as Shelley's literary executor, was 
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disappointment and displeasure with Hogg's book did not 

surprise him.69 His June 1858 article in Fraser's, he tells 

Sir Percy, had 

stopped at the point, in which my knowledge of 
facts began to be better than [Hogg' s]: and I 
wished just to hint to him, like captain Marryat's 
boatswain, "in the mildest possible manner," that a 
look-out would be kept over him. 

Unfortunately, Peacock's delicate handling of the matter did 

not prevent Hogg's fury from flaring up again after a second 

article appeared in Fraser's in January 1860, even though 

Peacock's chief target was not Hogg but Lady Shelley. 

At this point, alarmed by Peacock's criticism of the 

separation from Harriet as depicted in Shelley Memorials, the 

Shelleys apparently reversed their judgments of Hogg and 

Peacock. Hogg appears to have resumed more or less amicable 

relations with the Shelleys, convincing them that Peacock's 

"anxiety" to take out an injunction had resulted from fear 

that his own disreputable conduct would be exposed. Peacock, 

empowered to deny Hogg the use of Shelley's letters and 
manuscripts in the unpublished volumes; Sir Percy, as his 
mother's executor, had similar control over documents written 
by his mother. (See the Appendix for Peacock's letters to Sir 
Percy, all written in June 1958, and a letter to Hogg from a 
lawyer, dated February 3, 1859.) 

69 Peacock expresses his willingness "to assist [the 
Shelleys], if he can, in the manner proposed" -- meaning the 
proposed injunction -- but cautiously refrains from "say[ing] 
all that [he] think[s] of Hogg's mode of executing his task." 
Hogg, he adds, "is not the man to tread discreetly over such 
[matters]" as the separation, the elopement, and the suicide. 
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said Hogg, had been Harriet's lover during the Edinburgh 

excursion of 1813 (Grylls 269).w This baseless accusation, 

later used by the Shelleys in a futile attempt to discredit 

Peacock's testimony regarding the separation, demonstrates 

Hogg's capacity not only for vengeance but for self-delusion. 

His disproportionate anger over Peacock \ s few corrections, 

mentioned above, may have been fueled by this belief, or half

belief, that Peacock had succeeded where he had failed. 

70 Absurd as it may seem, a memo from Sir Percy to Dowden 
states unequivocally, "Peacock was Harriet's lover; this was 
positive information from Hogg to Lady S." (Grylls ~ 
Shelley 269-70 n. 1). 

Despi te this memo, which she actually prints, Lady 
Winifred Scott attempts to explain the accusation away as a 
delusion or even a lie on Lady Shelley's part (269); in her 
view, Jefferson Hogg would never tell such a story, true or 
false. If the memo were the only evidence of Hogg's emotional 
instability, skepticism would indeed be advisable. But Hogg's 
behavior follows a lifelong pattern of irrationali ty and 
uncontrollable emotions, among them anger, vengeance, and 
paranoia. See, for example, his early letters to Elizabeth 
Shelley, her mother, and the publisher Stockdale: Shelley's 
advice to Hogg in various letters to be rational or calm; 
Hogg's "love" for almost every woman associated with Shelley; 
his tendency to hide his real opinions behind a facade of 
conformity and a biting wit; his violent reaction (as a man in 
his sixties) to a request from a stranger for information on 
Peacock ("L'Estrange Correspondence"): Leigh Hunt's remarks on 
the violence of Hogg's temper and the intensity of his self
love: Hogg's 1857 letters to Lady Shelley; and the tirades and 
personal attacks in the ~ -- not to mention the self
protective alterations in the letters. In the face of such 
indisputable evidence of instability, it is by no means 
improbable that Hogg told Lady Shelley such a story, or that 
he believed it himself. 

See the Appendix for the complete text of the memo and 
some of the documents cited above. 
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While Hogg's friendship with Peacock was, of course, 

severely damaged as a result of these developments, that with 

Hunt was utterly destroyed. Hunt had apparently given the book 

only a cursory reading when it first appeared, but upon 

receiving Lady Shelley's letter of June 3, 1858 (quoted above, 

note 64), he reread it, discovering to his "indignation and 

disgust" that Hogg had not only "garbled and falsified" 

Hookham's letters, as Lady Shelley had informed him, but 

[heaped] contempts and injuries. • upon every 
individual person, and even upon every class, 
calling, and absolute locality, that had by any 
chance whatsoever impeded [his] course or offended 
[his] self-love .••• (Peck 14) 

Hunt could account for "the enormities and vagaries of Hogg's 

otherwise unaccountable book" only by presuming him to be 

"literally out of his wits" (Peck 13).?1 A large portion of 

Hunt's letter is devoted to proving this point, which Hunt's 

own vehemence has led most scholars to dismiss. Hogg, says 

Hunt, 

is subject. • • to violent fits of anger; and what 
I say will make him very angry; but the conceit 
which is his ruin, is his refuge; and I believe, 
that whatever bitterness he may experience from my 
pill ••• will be finally and severally swallowed 
in those restorative paroxysms of self-idolatry, 
which have been observed to perform the parts of 
antidote as well as bane on similar occasions. 
(Peck 14) 

71 See the Appendix for a slightly abridged version of 
this impassioned and libelous attack, which the Shelleys, of 
course, did not print. 
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It is most unlikely that Hogg ever saw this letter, which 

would no doubt have produced exactly this response had he done 

so, but in any case Hogg's teetering friendship with Hunt, who 

was seventy-five years old and dying, was now unsalvageable. 

The loss of these two friendships combined with the 

deaths of Mary Ellen Peacock and another close friend, Walter 

Coulson, in 1860, probably made Hogg's last years miserably 

empty and unhappy. Despite the continuing presence of Jane and 

Prudentia, he lost interest in eating and writing, and even in 

his beloved Greek. He died at his home on August 27, 1862, 

aged seventy. Prudentia inherited most of her father's 

property in the North, while Jane received the house and a 

legacy. A smaller legacy went to Hogg's surviving sister, 

Sarah. John inherited his brother's books and furniture, along 

with whatever remained of the funds after the legacies and 

funeral expenses had been paid (~ 272). 

Almost the only recognition Hogg received on his death 

was an obituary notice published by John in The Gentleman's 

Magazine (see Appendix). John mentions Hogg's friendship with 

Shelley and hints that subsequent volumes of the Life of 

Shelley might yet appear, an indication that he had seen at 

least the third volume in manuscript. Jane and Prudentia, 

never recognized by the family, are not mentioned in the 

notice. 
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Hogg was an intelligent man, scholarly and eccentric but 

in no way remarkable. Had it not been for his friendship with 

Shelley and his controversial biography of the poet, he would 

be completely forgotten today. But he did meet Shelley, at a 

time when both were open to radical influences, and the result 

was a pamphlet which led to their joint expulsion from Oxford 

University, an event whose influence on both men's lives is 

incalculable. Hogg's Life of Shelley distorts this crucial 

incident and many others. More important, it disguises not 

only the real Hogg but the real Shelley and the real relations 

between them. The extent of the distortions can be recognized 

only when Hogg's true character as man and boy (which I have 

tried to represent accurately in this Introduction) is 

contrasted with his depiction of himself in the ~ as the 

sensible foil to the unstable Shelley, whose character is 

equally distorted in the other direction. 

Who, then, was Thomas Jefferson Hogg? His correspondence 

and the comments of his contemporaries reveal him as an 

unfriendly and unhappy man72 (except, perhaps, when he could 

72 Writing after Hogg' s death, the aging Trelawny referred 
to his fellow biographer as "a soured and grossly ill-used 
able man" (Trelawny's Letters 232-3), but his first impression 
(when both men were in their early thirties) had been of an 
"icy" man, "repellingly cold and distant in his rudeness" 
(Grylls Trelawny 152), an opinion SUbstantiated not only by 
the remarks (quoted earlier) of Henry Crabb Robinson and 
Hogg's own sister Prue, but by Hogg's expressed opinion of 
Trelawny as a "brigand" (Appendix, Letter 3). 



82 

lose himself among his books). He had his loves and his 

loyalties, some of them lifelong, but his life (1810-11 

excepted) was largely colorless and his career mediocre. 

Unpopular outside his own circle, he was often at odds even 

with his intimate friends. The Lifg reveals that he nursed 

lifetime grudges against a number of persons and institutions, 

including Oxford University, Timothy Shelley, Eliza Westbrook, 

Leigh Hunt, Lord Brougham, and most important but least 

apparent, Shelley himself. Far from being "a man of 

imperturbable temper and adamantine patience," as Peacock 

described him (13), Hogg was often angry and in his youth had 

been rash as well as unstable. Throughout his long life he 

attacked others for their views, but his own were revealed -

in adulthood, at least primarily through irony and 

indirection. He was not above hypocrisy (his Norton church 

attendance and his outwardly conventional "marriage" to Jane) 

or falsehood (most obviously the distortions in the ~ and 

the broken promises to Lady Shelley and his own readers to 

tell the truth about Shelley). 

Hogg was unquestionably an egotist, his irony and 

arrogance masking his resentment of an unappreciative world -

and perhaps a profound but unconscious sense of inadequacy as 

well. But his tendency to blame others for his own failures 

and mistakes and to hold fierce lifelong grudges may indicate 

a more serious problem, perhaps an innate and incurable 
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character disorder or some other form of mental illness. Hunt, 

himself a victim of Hogg's contempt or malice,73 thought it 

charitable to view his former friend as "mad." Such a 

diagnosis, if accurate, would go far to explain not only the 

tirades, digressions, and falsehoods in the ~ but also 

Hogg's determined eccentricity, his periodic bursts of rage, 

and even his incessant pursuit of Shelley's women. But in the 

absence of solid evidence, it seems best to assume that Hogg 

was sane and that the vagaries and distortions in the Lifg are 

for the most part conscious and deliberate, resulting from 

complex motives which can, with a fair degree of accuracy, be 

determined from what is known of his life, his character, and 

his other writings. 

2. Hogg's Motives 

While an ironic stance, an obscure and sometimes pedantic 

style, and an incoherent organization with many digressions 

and few transitions (perhaps reflecting his eccentric 

personality and unorthodox opinions) are characteristic of 

Hogg's mature work, the distortion of facts and documents is 

not. Nor can eccentricity or unorthodoxy alone explain his 

tampering in the ~ with such documents as Mary's 

fragmentary biography of her late husband or Shelley's letters 

73 The attacks on Hunt in the ~ will be discussed in 
relation to Hogg's digressions and his distortions of specific 
documents. 
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to Hookham. What we know of Hogg's life -- his youthful 

radicalism and vegetarianism, his pursuit of women associated 

wi th Shelley, his odd appearance, his unpopularity, his 

mediocre career, his concealment of his real opinions under 

satire and an aura of respectability -- provides some help. In 

the Life of Shelley and the "Shelley at Oxford" articles, in 

contrast to most of his other works, Hogg found it necessary 

to talk about himself, and his egocentricity demanded that his 

presence be as extensive as possible. However, as F.L. Jones 

points out, there was much about his early life, character, 

and opinions that Hogg found embarrassing as an aging 

barrister in his mid-sixties. Jones suggests that most of 

Hogg's alterations in Shelley's letters were designed to 

conceal one of four specific situations: 

(1) his ardent love for Shelley's sister Elizabeth, 
whom he never saw except for a surreptH~ious "peep" 
at her through the windows of Warnham church in 
June 1811; (2) that he had written a novel entitled 
Leonora, which expressed radical political, social 
and religious views, and that his radicalism was in 
every way equal to Shelley's; (3) that he had made 
love to Shelley's wife Harriet at York in 1811; and 
( 4 ) that Shelley [and Hogg] wrote boldly about 
Christianity and atheism. (Letters l:vi) 

Jones is correct in stating that in three of these four 

instances "Hogg [is] protecting himself at Shelley's expense," 

but he is perhaps too generous in stating that such 

sUbstitutions as "sceptic" for "Atheist" and "orthodoxy" for 

"xtianity" may be an attempt to protect Shelley (vi). It is no 
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kindness to an intellectual poet to make him appear harmless; 

only the fact that Hogg was writing in victorian times, when 

Shelley's real sentiments would have been shocking, excuses 

him here. But he is also, as usual, protecting himself, in 

this case against the reader's assumption that a close friend 

and correspondent of Shelley's must necessarily have shared 

some of his views. 

Although the motives Jones suggests account for most of 

the distortions in Hogg's altered letters to himself from 

Shelley, they do not account for distortions of other 

documents or departures from truth in portions of the 

narrative not directly connected with the four "situations." 

Admittedly the desire to hide his youthful radicalism had led 

Hogg to present himself in the 1832 Oxford articles as a more 

sensible and conservative youth than Shelley, but that 

seemingly harmless fiction had borne its own fruit. Having 

created this pair of characters -- a flighty, effeminate poet

to-be and his young but trusty mentor -- Hogg was compelled by 

self-interest and the public's acceptance of his mythical, 

childlike Shelley to continue the fiction in the ~. 

Moreover, it is part of his overall strategy, prompted perhaps 

by egocentricity and jealousy, to diminish Shelley and magnify 

himself so that he appears to be the "prop" and mentor of his 
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irrational and erratic friend. 74 The note of comic 

exaggeration which Bulwer had toned down almost to the point 

of invisibility in the Oxford articles crept back in and 

expanded. Hogg's 1858 Shelley was no longer charmingly absurd 

he was only absurd. 

It is possible that Hogg really did not recognize 

Shelley's genius, that he was unable to see beyond the 

brilliant imagery of the poems to the complex ideas and 

feelings they expressed. An intelligent man who prided himself 

on his knowledge of the classics, Hogg probably thought 

himself at least Shelley's intellectual equal and certainly a 

competent judge of poetry, though by his own confession he 

read little modern literature (HL 522). perhaps he felt that 

Shelley's poems were insufficiently "classical" or 

"realistic," or that, like the "fugitive," "volatile," and 

"evanescent" poet of Hogg's conception (~ 302), they lacked 

substance. He may even have thought that Shelley's reputation 

would fade, that he would dwindle into a minor figure like 

74 A case in point is a letter dated June 2, 1811, in 
which Shelley seems to be responding to Hogg's advice to 
behave rationally when in fact Shelley is giving that advice 
to Hogg. (See Chapter VI, in which the original and altered 
versions of this letter will appear side by side.) The 
anecdotes even in the "Shelley at Oxford" section create the 
same effect, notably the story in which the temperate Hogg 
prevents his animal-loving friend from beating a young donkey 
driver with his own stick. (See the Oxford chapter.) In both 
instances, as elsewhere in the book, Hogg attempts to present 
himself as Shelley's mental and moral superior. 
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John Clare and eventually be forgotten, in which case his own 

"improvements" upon the truth would also be forgotten. At any 

rate, Hogg's "Divine Poet" (not to be confused with the real 

Shelley) writes when "inspired" and seldom revises (.!:IT.! 463). 

He does not really believe the intellectual opinions which he 

spouts in his debates (HL 165,316), nor do these views appear 

in the ethereal poetry which he produces "under the absolute 

despotical empire of a vivid, fervid fancy" (HIt 466). In other 

words, Hogg's real or ostensible view of Shelley's poetry is 

not far removed from that of the "angelic school" which he 

mocks with bathos and irony in the Life. Even though Hogg's 

attempts at criticism are few and scattered and his book does 

not deal with Shelley's mature years, the expression of this 

view by a man almost universally regarded as Shelley's best 

friend is of necessity damaging to Shelley's reputation as a 

major poet. 

Biographers and critics who share Hogg'S view of Shelley 

have argued that the "man of the world" loved his charming, 

childlike friend, and that the comic hyperbole and even the 

alterations are well-intentioned and essentially harmless. 

Those who dispute this view have argued that Hogg caricatured 

Shelley and altered the documents out of jealousy or 

malice. 7s Hogg's real feelings, as far as they can be 

7S See my Preface for specific examples in both 
categories. 



88 

determined, are much more complex. Probably a trace of the 

intense love he had felt for Shelley at eighteen still 

lingered amid the jealousy and the desire for self

aggrandizement, but to express his affection openly -- much 

less to admire the radical and recondite poetry -- was as 

inconsistent with his image of staid respectability as 

Whiggery or atheism. Moreover, he did not wish to be 

associated with the Shelley worship of Mary, Hunt, and Lady 

Shelley, which he regarded as a subject for ridicule. (His 

"Divine Poet" is not so much a caricature of Shelley as a 

caricature of Lady Shelley's Shelley, and the biography of a 

caricature "must be amusing.") But beneath all this, and far 

more important, is the self-protective instinct which first 

caused Hogg to depict himself as different in all respects 

from Shelley and later compelled him to "edit" even the 

letters and documents entrusted to him by Lady Shelley. Even 

Hogg's champion, Lady Scott, acknowledges "a proud, reticent 

strain" in the Hoggs which "made apology impossible and 

explanation extremely difficult" (!l.H 193). T. J. Hogg could 

not admit, even to himself, that he had been at fault in 

helping to write "The Necessity of Atheism" or in "loving" 

(i.e. desiring) Harriet. This inability to confess to sin or 

error compelled Hogg to protect himself at any cost -- even if 

it meant permanently damaging a dead friend's reputation. 
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The conflict between Hogg's love for Shelley and an 

unconscious resentment or jealousy of his famous friend 

emerges clearly from a study of letters and journal entries 

relating to both men, 76 and his desire to cover up his 

youthful opinions and behavior is incontrovertible. But it is 

the distortions themselves that matter. By protecting himself 

at Shelley's expense, Hogg has done Shelley scholarship a 

great and lasting disservice. The remainder of this study will 

examine these distortions, which are more extensive than has 

generally been recognized, and explore their effects on 

Shelley biography and criticism. 

76 See especially the unpublished letters in my Appendix. 
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III. Entering the Hogg sty 

To say that the Preface to Hogg's Life of Shelley is 

frustrating is tantamount to saying that murder is unkind. The 

Preface, like the biography of which it is a microcosm, is 

rambling, obscure, unconnected, uncontrolled, and inaccurate, 

stringing together falsified documents (often presented 

without transition or introduction) and heavily ironic 

digressions. Sometimes unintelligible, often misleading, the 

Preface exemplifies both the haphazard and perplexing 

organization of the book and its supercilious yet pseudocomic 

tone. More important, since these obvious faults have not 

deterred even well-informed readers from taking the Li£g (or 

parts of it) as authentic biography, it contains wi thin 

fifteen pages most of Hogg's strategies for mystifying and 

misleading the reader, including irony, false statements, and 

the alteration of documents. This chapter, a detailed analysis 

of Hogg's Preface, will expose these strategies and provide 

some indication of their effects, which will be discussed more 

fully in the final chapter. My purpose here is not so much to 

provide a paradigm for analysis of the remaining 563 pages of 

Hogg's Lifg, a tedious and time-consuming project at best, as 

to show the need for a skeptical and cautious reading of the 

entire book -- in short, to prove at the outset that no 

assertion made by Hogg in the ~ can be accepted as true 

without examination. 
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In the two-volume first edition of the ~ (1858), as 

opposed to the 1906 and 1933 editions, Hogg's manipulative 

tactics begin even before the Preface. 1 Upon opening Volume 

I of this edition, the reader first sees the frontispiece, an 

engraving by Francis Hall of a young and effeminate poet 

staring into space, oblivious of the quill pen held loosely in 

his limp hand. Beneath the portrait is a copy of Shelley's 

signature and, in small print, the information that the 

engraving is based on a miniature provided by the poet's son. 

This statement is perfectly true, as is the obvious inference 

that the engraving is an "authorized" portrait, but the 

inference leads automatically to two further assumptions, both 

incorrect. The first is that Hogg's book is an "authorized" 

biography sanctioned by the Shelley family, who would not 

otherwise have provided him with the miniature; the second 

that a portrait provided by a son must perforce be a good 

likeness since a son knows what his father looked like. But 

the book, though commissioned by the Shelleys, was not 

1 The frontispiece portrait, the epigraph, and the 
dedication to Lady Shelley, all innocuous from an outsider's 
perspective, were all removed from Dowden's 1906 edition of 
Hogg's ~, probably because he wished to dissociate Hogg 
from Lady Shelley. Wolfe's 1933 edition, which combined Hogg's 
~ with Trelawny's Recollections of Shelley and Byron and 
Peacock's Memoirs of Shelley, restores the dedication and the 
epigraph, but neither is on the title page and the epigraph in 
particular is inconspicuous. Both editors reject the Hall 
engraving, substituting other portraits. 
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authorized by them;2 and Percy Florence Shelley, a child of 

three when his father died, was no authority on the poet's 

appearance. Moreover, the miniature on which the engraving is 

based was not painted from life. The wild hair, the high white 

forehead, and the wide, staring eyes of this portrait3 are 

apparently copied directly from the famous (or infamous) 

painting by Amelia Curran, while the nose and mouth have been 

altered, apparently to resemble those in Mary's 1829 pencil 

sketch of her dead husband (or perhaps an etching by John 

Taylor Wedgwood based on this sketch).4 Though Hall's 

engraving (Hogg's frontispiece) eliminates the aquiline nose 

2 See my Preface for a discussion of this matter, to 
which I will return later in this chapter. 

3 I am assuming that the Hall engraving closely resembles 
the miniature from which it is copied. (For my purposes, the 
miniature and the engraving are the "same" picture.) 

4 The Curran portrait, rejected during Shelley's 
lifetime, was retrieved by Mary after Shelley's death (a bad 
portrait being better than none). The Wedgwood etching, which 
appeared in William Galignani's Paris edition of The Poems of 
Shelley. Keats, and Coleridge (1829), was an attempt to remedy 
the defects of the Curran portrait using a pencil sketch by 
Mary as a basis for correction. Wedgwood's rendering of 
Shelley's nose was apparently satisfactory, but Mary complains 
that he has closed the lips, making them look thick (~ 
2: 100). Her own sketch, which "[might] be deficient in 
artistic merit," but at least, in her view, resembled Shelley 
(~ 2:100), appears as the frontispiece of Bennett's edition 
of Mary's letters, Volume 2. The Wedgwood etching appears in 
the same volume across from page 225. The Hall engraving, 
which Mary never saw, is less accessible, though a similar 
portrait appears in Dowden's one-volume Life of Shelley 
(1909). What Mary would have thought of these portraits is 
impossible to say; they do at least part the lips as she 
desired. 



93 

with which Curran, not Nature, had endowed Shelley, it is at 

best a copy of a copy of a bad portrait with alterations based 

(apparently) on an amateur sketch drawn from memory. More 

important, the Shelley it depicts is an effeminate creature -

charming, childlike, and (to all appearances) utterly harmless 

-- the Shelley of the "angelic school," whose chief member at 

this date was Sir Percy's wife, Lady Jane Shelley. Hogg's use 

of this portrait as his frontispiece suggests not only that he 

is the trusted confidant of Shelley's son and daughter-in-

law,s but that he, as their authorized spokesman, is also on 

the side of the angels. 

Hogg's real view of the portrait is never directly 

stated, and his commentary on Shelley portraiture in general 

(which appears somewhat late in the Preface) is ambiguous in 

5 The suggestion is not entirely false; he had been, in 
the recent past, an intimate correspondent of the Shelleys and 
had been entrusted not only with the portrait but with 
important documents. But Hogg had not reciprocated the 
Shelleys' trust, refusing to let them see his manuscript 
before it went to the printer. Hogg's refusal probably stemmed 
in part from an aversion to editorial tampering of any kind 
(see his tirade against Edward Lytton Bulwer, who edited his 
Oxford articles, ~ 5-8), but he must also have anticipated 
strong opposition from the Shelleys to his irreverent point of 
view and, more important, to his alteration of documents they 
had provided. His supporters have defended his conduct as a 
necessary defense against Lady Shelley's editorial 
depredations, but this excuse is invalidated by his own 
falsifications, which distort as well as conceal. Hogg's 
relationship with the Shelleys, already beginning to 
deteriorate, was strained almost to the breaking point when 
Lady Shelley discovered the uses to which her valuable 
materials had been put -- with her apparent approval. (See the 
preceding chapters and my Appendix.) 
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the extreme. Both the painters of bad Shelley portraits and 

those who are offended by them are, it appears, "vulgar" 

idolaters with whom he does not wish to be associated: 

Many admirers, devoted hero-worshippers, are 
offended and mortified by the innumerable unlike 
and unfavourable portrai tures of the di vine 
lineaments of a lovely character drawn by unskilful 
hands; but, I confess, I do not sympathi ze with 
them; I am not annoyed by the clumsy workmanship 
and spurious imitations. Suffer these vulgar 
daubers, I would say, and forbid them not; for of 
such is the kingdom of heaven. It must of necessity 
be thus with all hero-worship. To be often ill
praised is an essential condition to the 
universality of renown. . • • If st. Paul might be 
commended by eloquent preachers only, • • • by 
erudite and • • • judicious eulogists alone, his 
merits would be seldom celebrated; but inasmuch as 

the ignorant, the indiscreet, the 
intemperate, may trumpet forth his praises without 
restraint, the Apostle of the Gentiles now is, and 
ever will be, illustrious far and wide. (HL 8-9) 

Three things only are clear from this strange passage: Hogg 

does not wish to be classified as a hero-worshipper of Shelley 

or anyone else; he views himself as among the "judicious" and 

"erudite"; and he considers most, if not all, extant portraits 

of Shelley to be bad likenesses by inferior artists. How this 

view applies to the frontispiece, which, though inauthentic, 

is not "unfavourable" or particularly "clumsy" in its 

"workmanship," is not indicated. One would think that Hogg, as 

an "authority" on Shelley, would want his frontispiece to 

resemble his dead friend, but he seems not to care whether it 

is a good likeness or not; in the absence of a good portrait 

painted from life, he implies, the Shelley-worshippers may 
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paint their idol as they wish he had been.'; (One wonders, 

though, how even a skilful painter could reproduce the 

"lineaments" of a character, divine or otherwise, and why 

hero-worshipping artists would produce "unfavourable" 

portraits of their hero.) But behind the humorous indulgence 

with which Hogg regards (or pretends to regard) the feeble 

attempts of the "vulgar daubers" to "reproduce the divine 

lineaments" is his implication that erudite and judicious 

persons (himself included) would seldom praise either st. Paul 

or st. Percy; praise "trumpet[ed] forth" by the ignorant and 

indiscreet is unlikely to be merited. In other words, neither 

st. Paul nor Shelley is particularly praiseworthy in Hogg's 

view. Given this attitude (which appears in other places 

besides this confusing passage), 7 any praise of Shelley by 

.; Hogg's refusal to discuss candidly the merits and 
defects of the portrait had one rather interesting result: 
Thomas Love Peacock, who disliked the frontispiece portraits 
in both Hogg's and Trelawny's 1858 biographies of Shelley, 
referred to a self-portrait of the Renaissance Florentine 
Antonio Leisman as providing a better likeness of Shelley's 
features and "their true expression" than any published 
painting or drawing of Shelley (Memoirs 16-17). The Leisman 
portrait appears in White, Volume 2, across from page 530. 

7 In a rare serious moment, Hogg says that Shelley was 
"inaccessible to reason, ••• , of childish credulity, •.. 
[and] full of rash reliance. . • • [A]lways desiring nothing 
but good, [he] did in fact nothing but mischief" (HI.t 473). 
Whatever Hogg's motives in presenting this disturbingly 
inaccurate characterization, it appears in context to 
represent his real opinion, in marked contrast to his 
statements praising Shelley, which are almost always 
ironically undermined. 
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Hogg should be considered as suspect. Even an idealized 

portrait (the Hall engraving) may be a set-up for ironic 

undermining later in the work.8 

The epigraph, a passage from The Cenci which appears on 

Hogg's 1858 title page across from the portrait, should be 

approached with caution for the same reason. These few lines 

could not have been better chosen to defuse the formidable 

reputation of Shelley's powerful drama of incest and revenge: 

Come, I will sing you some low, sleepy tune, 
not cheerful, nor yet sad; some dull old thing, 
Some outworn and unused monotony, 
Such as our country gossips sing and spin, 
Till they almost forget they live. 

The excerpt is set off in quotation marks and its source is 

identified, but its relevance to a biography of Shelley is not 

clear. In their original context these lines, spoken by 

Beatrice Cenci as she awaits her execution, are moving, even 

poignant, but in this new context they seem to suggest that 

Shelley's poetry, or perhaps his life, is as monotonous as an 

old folk tune and will put the reader to sleep. certainly they 

provide no indication of the power of Shelley's poetry or the 

8 This tactic appears in the Preface and elsewhere. For 
example, Hogg's assertion in the Oxford section that "Shelley 
was ••• a whole university in himself to me" (55) is followed 
by the "information" that Shelley's time away from Hogg was 
spent in sleeping or ruining his rooms through scientific 
experiments (55-8), whereas Hogg, who "rose very early," spent 
his time away from Shelley in attending lectures and reading 
in private (57-8). Here and elsewhere the opening assertion 
praising Shelley is not only unsupported, it is actually 
contradicted by the highly suspect "evidence" which follows. 
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depth of his thought, nor do they suggest any grief on Hogg's 

part for Shelley's death. The reader is left to assume that 

they provide a representative sample of Shelley's poetry: 

sweet, simple, and innocuous. Taken together with the Hall 

engraving, these lines prepare the reader for what Paul Murray 

Kendall would call "a pawky Victorian eulogy" (13) of a 

dreamy-eyed minor poet. 9 

This impression of solemn sentimentality is intensified 

when the reader turns the page to find the following 

dedication: 

To 
THE HON. JANE 

The wife of Sir Percy Florence Shelley 
The lady at whose request 

the delicate and difficult task was undertaken 

9 Speaking of victorian biography in general, Kendall 
says, "In the Victorian Age, what was known to be important in 
a life had become enormously enlarged; but what was 
permissible to acknowledge had shrunk to the innocuous, padded 
with didactic observations" (Art of Biography 104). In his 
view, even the best victorian biographies, e.g. Lockhart's 
Life of Scott, concealed "the whole truth" through "deliberate 
distortions and omissions" (108). Thomas Carlyle, himself a 
victorian but born, like Hogg, in the previous era, expresses 
the same idea more emphatically: "How delicate, how decent, is 
English biography, bless its mealy mouth!" (qtd. in Kendall 
108). Lady Shelley's Shelley Memorials (1859) is quite clearly 
a product of this trend toward "neo-hagiography," as Kendall 
calls it (106). Even Hogg, a Regency wit in an alien era, is 
trapped to some degree by what Kendall calls "the social image 
of respectability" (104), which will not allow him or any 
other biographer of the time to tell the whole truth about 
Shelley. (See my Introduction.) Perhaps he felt justified in 
employing omission and distortion, the tools of the 
hagiographers, in a satirical attack on hagiography; in any 
case, it is his motives, not his methods, which differ 
dramatically from theirs. 



of g~v~ng a full and authentic account 
of a life innocent and imaginative, 

even of the life of her incomparable father-in-law, 
THE DIVINE POET, 

these volumes are affectionately inscribed, 
by her friend, 

THE AUTHOR 
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The implication here, as in the note beneath the portrait, is 

that Hogg's biography meets the standards of the victorian 

lady who commissioned it and to whom it is dedicated. The 

average reader has no way of knowing that Hogg had refused to 

allow either Lady Shelley or Sir Percy to examine the 

manuscript before it was sent to the printer, or that the 

published volumes did not meet with their approval. 10 Nor 

would most readers recognize either the irony in Hogg's 

expressions of affection and respect for Shelley's daughter-

in-law, whom he in fact regarded with amused contempt,11 or 

10 Lady Shelley's reaction to the Litg, discussed in my 
Preface, is recorded in full in the Appendix. (Dowden's 
edition of the Lifg eliminated the dedication, dissociating 
Hogg from Lady Shelley as she no doubt desired but 
sidestepping the controversy over her reaction.) Hogg's 
supporters dismiss her shock and dismay over Hogg's "fantastic 
caricature" of Shelley as a failure to appreciate Hogg's comic 
"realism" coupled with a desire to protect Shelley's (and 
Mary's) reputation at the expense of Harriet. But Lady 
Shelley's motives are immaterial; the fact that her book, 
Shelley Memorials, also distorted facts and falsified 
documents is no justification for Hogg's employing the same 
tactics. In any case, her awareness that Hogg had tampered 
with Shelley's letters to Hookham (discussed in my Preface and 
Introduction) was in itself sufficient cause for withdrawing 
her materials. 

11 Lady Scott would have us believe that Hogg found Lady 
Shelley "amusingly attractive" (!TIl 251), but the facetious 
condescension of his letters to her stems more probably from 
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the much more complex and important irony of the phrases 

"innocent and imaginative [ life] " and "Divine Poet," both 

incompatible with "a full and authentic account" of Shelley's 

life. ~2 Al though Hogg actually states only that the "delicate 

and difficult task" of writing such an account "was 

undertaken," he creates the impression that he has fulfilled 

this impossible "request" to his own and Lady Shelley's 

satisfaction. Through the portrait and the epigraph, Hogg has 

already programmed the reader to anticipate the "life" of an 

innocent and sensitive poet. The dedication, and this piece of 

rhetorical trickery in particular, intensifies this 

impression, elevating this fictional Shelley almost to 

sainthood while placing Hogg, to all appearances, among his 

"worshippers." This ironic pose, which continues into the 

Preface and reappears at intervals throughout the book, 

amused contempt. Their correspondence indicates that while 
Lady Shelley was still providing him with materials, Hogg 
pretended to share her Shelley worship, but once his 
manuscript was completed, he abandoned this pose. (Three 
decades earlier, Mary had been treated in much the same way by 
the minor poet Thomas Moore, who was looking for information 
on Byron.) See the Appendix for Hogg's side of the 
correspondence with Lady Shelley. 

12 As I have shown in the Introduction, Hogg did not 
consider Shelley "innocent" with regard to Harriet's suicide 
or the liaison with Mary, nor was he unaware that the 
"imaginati ve" poet was quite capable of rational (and radical) 
thought, but it was in his interest to downplay Shelley's 
great intellectual powers and to portray him as a childlike 
and ineffectual being at the mercy of his imagination. The 
dedication paves the way for this depiction while seeming to 
endorse Lady Shelley's view of the poet as "divine." 
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enables Hogg to set up image after image of the "Divine Poet" 

only to demolish each one a few paragraphs later.13 

The first two and a half pages of the Preface itself not 

only intensify but appear to validate the impression that Hogg 

is eulogizing a "divine" Shelley. A four-line verse, which the 

reader naturally assumes is a Shelleyan stanza chosen by Hogg 

as the epigraph of his Preface, 14 is followed by three long 

paragraphs which exalt Shelley still further, bemoaning his 

early death and expressing the hope of finding consolation 

through the writing of his life. To be sure, the paragraphs 

are set off in quotation marks and separated by rows of 

asterisks, but no asterisks and only a single inconspicuous 

quotation mark appear on the first page of any edition of the 

Life. A reader who has overlooked the first quotation mark 

assumes the speaker to be Hogg, an impression assisted by the 

fact that the paragraphs are neither introduced nor indented 

in the standard format for long quotations. This epigraph (not 

13 The epithet "Divine Poet" epitomizes Lady Shelley's 
view, which Hogg intends to satirize or caricature. Her 
"innocent and imaginative" Shelley is both a great poet and a 
saint, whereas his Shelley, though also "innocent and 
imaginative," is a perennial child who causes trouble for 
himself and others through these very qualities. In other 
words, Hogg and Lady Shelley attribute the same qualities to 
Shelley, but one regards them as laudable and the other as 
laughable. Both Shelleys are fictitious, but Hogg's is a more 
deliberate creation stemming from more complicated motives. 

14 The verse is set off in quotation marks in the 1858 
edi tion. Subsequent editors have added to the problem by 
leaving them out. 
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to be confused with the lines from The Cenci quoted earlier) 

and a portion of the first (very long) paragraph will suffice 

to illustrate the lachrymose rhetoric of these first few 

pages: 

What are they, if they knew their calling high, 
But crushed perfumes exhaling to the sky 
Or weeping clouds, that but awhile are seen, 
Yet keep the earth they haste to, bright and 

green! 

This is a motto befitting all the illustrious 
unhappy. But it is too presumptuous an one for me 
to use, though it bears some aff ini ty to the 
strange world I fabricate about me. • • • By his 
works Shelley has raised himself to that deserved 
height, that must make him the wonder and glory of 
future ages. But his pri vate life would remain 
unknown, and many of his most excellent qualities 
sleep with his beloved ashes, if I did not fulfill 
the task of recording them. His life was in every 
way romantic, and to have been the partner of his 
fortunes for eight years, has imbued my thoughts 
and existence with romance.. • Alas! in the 
drear visi tings of cold reality. • I but too 
truly feel what [my situation] is. • • • The rock 
on which I built my hopes is crumbled away; my bark 
of refuge is wrecked • • • • But I extricate myself 
from these ideas, and arranging [sic] myself in the 
majesty of the imagination, I give ••• truer names 
to the circumstances around me. (1)15 

The reader who has not suffocated in this syrup will have 

drawn one of two conclusions: either Hogg's relationship with 

Shelley went beyond the norms of nineteenth-century male 

friendship, or the speaker is not Hogg. The next few lines 

resolve the dilemma; the "chosen mate of a celestial spirit," 

15 Page references, unless otherwise indicated, are to 
Dowden's one-volume 1906 edition. 
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left on earth to "learn wisdom" until "fitted to join 

[Shelley] in his native sky," and still more "the mother of 

lovely children [who have] gone to attend [their father] in 

his beautiful [sic] mansion" can only be Mary, but the reader 

has had to slog through some 250 sugar-saturated words to find 

this out, and must struggle through some 500 more before the 

identification is confirmed -- and through seven more pages 

before Hogg's attitude toward the three passages is at last 

(indirectly and ironically) revealed. 

Hogg's decision to open his Preface with material already 

written rather than troubling to write his own introductory 

paragraph is disturbing for a variety of reasons besides those 

already mentioned. First, the unidentified verse which opens 

the Preface -- chosen by Mary, not Hogg, to be the epigraph of 

her never-completed biography -- is taken from Leigh Hunt's 

Story of Rimini, a poem that even Shelley scholars are 

unlikely to have read in its entirety. These maudlin and 

mediocre lines, though perhaps characteristic of Hunt's 

"Cockney school," bear no resemblance to Shelley's poetry even 

at its worst, but they are exactly the type of verse that the 

"Divine Poet" of the dedication (or the "celestial spirit" of 

Mary's paragraph) might be expected to produce. Mary's 

manuscript labels the stanza as "Rimini, C. iv" (Nitchie 50), 

but Hogg identifies neither verse nor author, with the result 

that even the reader who correctly attributes the selection of 
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the epigraph to Mary continues to believe that the lines are 

Shelley's. 

A second, closely related problem results from Hogg's 

failure to introduce the paragraphs and identify them 

immediately as Mary's, or at least to require the printer to 

set them off more clearly as quotations. Some readers, unable 

to rid themselves of the initial impression caused by these 

paragraphs (even in editions which eliminate the dedication 

and the portrai t), have assumed that Hogg shared Mary's 

sentimental hero-worship, taking at face value his own 

occasional lapses into purple prose .16 Even those who view 

Hogg's caricatured Shelley as a "realistic" corrective to Lady 

Shelley's sainted martyr tend to view these purple patches as 

stemming from Hogg's rather patronizing affection for his 

supposedly ingenuous friend, or even, in Dowden's words, from 

the "genuine and vivid" admiration of the "man of the world" 

for "the immortal child" (Introd. HL xiii).17 But bathos in 

16 N. I • Whi te, for example, counters criticisms of 
Medwin's and Hogg's biographies with, "Medwin's friendship and 
personal devotion are obvious enough to any reader, and even 
Hogg's are obvious to me" (2:400, my italics). Since any 
expression of "personal devotion" by Hogg occurs in purple 
patches of this sort, I can only assume that White is taking 
the hyperbole as an exaggerated expression of Hogg's actual 
sentiments. 

17 One such passage, in which Hogg appears to be preparing 
to "write of the immortal dead . • • with a tender sadness, as 
a dove would write about his lost mate" (31) actually serves 
to introduce Mary's point of view, but Lady Scott and others 
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Hogg's 14.:f.g should be approached with caution, and the 

assumption that Hogg shares Mary's viewpoint on any subject 

should be made only in the presence of irrefutable evidence to 

this effect. 

The problems caused by Hogg's failure to distinguish his 

own views from Mary's in these first paragraphs are compounded 

by his apparent confusion regarding the nature of the 

documents with which he opens the Preface. His claim that 

these three paragraphs are all that remains of Mary's 

fragmentary biography ("except a few scraps which have been 

inserted [in his first chapter]," HL 3), may be an error 

rather than a deliberate falsehood, but in any case it is not 

correct. He does not use "all" of the fragments, those he does 

use are not always credited to Mary, and at least one passage 

identified as a biographical fragment is derived entirely from 

other sources (Ni tchie 49).18 Given these facts and Hogg' s 

have taken it as expressing Hogg's own sadness for the loss of 
his charming friend (~256). Lady Scott describes her view of 
the situation: 

Though it all happened so long ago, the dusty letters 
brought Shelley back too vividly. • and the tear, 
[Hogg] confesses, sometimes stood in his eye. • . • 
[But] the tear was soon dry in the course of his labours, 
while the smile on his lips remained. . • • To him 
Shelley could never be. • • the "divine poet" of a pious 
myth; he was dear Bysshe. (252-3) 

Apparently Hogg, as a man and an ironist, is to be allowed the 
sentimentality that Mary and Lady Shelley are denied. 

18 The manuscript of Mary's biographical notes, now in the 
Bodleian Library (M.S. Shelley adds C.5, folios 112 and 114-
118), consists of six sheets (eleven pages), some of them 
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known tendency to alter documents, Elizabeth Nitchie charges 

him with treating the fragments "irresponsibly": 

Beside[s] the rearrangement of the passages and the 
necessary editorial changes in spelling and 
punctuation, he sometimes failed to show the limits 
of the quotation and he made alterations, additions 
and interpolations, which express not Mary's but 
his own point of view. He also occasionally misread 
the manuscript. • (49) 

Most of these charges, as I will demonstrate, are true. The 

manuscripts have been rearranged; the limits of some 

quotations are not marked; the manuscript hg§ been misread in 

some places; and the quoted passages ~ contain not only 

"alterations, additions, and interpolations" but omissions as 

well -- Hogg's notorious compulsion to tamper with documents 

first appears in this patchwork quilt of a Preface. 

A case in point is the first entry, partially quoted 

above. with its epigraph and its resolution to record 

Shelley's private life and "most excellent qualities" O:!t 1), 

it is obviously prefatory and is logically placed as the first 

of the "fragments, ,,19 but Hogg's version contains errors 

marked with the month and day (but not the year) of 
composition (Nitchie 48-9). They appear to have been written 
in 1823-24 (50-51), a time when Mary was overwhelmed by guilt 
for her supposed neglect of Shelley's emotional needs. 

The misidentified passage (the second of the three 
paragraphs) will be discussed momentarily. See the next 
chapter for Hogg's use (or misuse) of Mary's "fragments" in 
his depiction of Shelley at Eton. 

19 In the manuscript this fragment follows the "Essay on 
Friendship" and other materials related to Eton (Nitchie 50). 
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which momentarily confuse the reader. In the original 

manuscript, which Hogg mayor may not have seen,20 Shelley's 

mansion is not "beautiful" but "beatified" (i.e. heavenly), 

and Mary speaks of "arraying," not "arranging," herself in 

"the majesty of the imagination" (Nitchie 51). Although~ as 

Nitchie indicates, the first of these errors distorts Mary's 

meaning and the second reduces her statement to "nonsense" 

(51), Nitchie's assertion that Hogg's alterations deliberately 

sUbstitute his point of view for Mary's does not seem to apply 

in this case. The meaning is muddled, to be sure, but the 

point of view is not affected. Indeed a minor mistake of this 

type is more likely to be the result of a printer's error or 

an editorial misreading than of deliberate tampering. In this 

case, although the blunders are apparently traceable to Hogg's 

manuscript,21 the responsibility may not be his. According to 

the British Museum catalogue, the first two pages of the 

manuscript of Hogg's Preface are in Lady Shelley's hand (235). 

It appears, then, that Lady Shelley lent Hogg a transcript of 

20 If Hogg worked with any of Mary's original manuscripts, 
he must have returned them to Lady Shelley, since they are not 
included with the manuscript of the !.4.fg in the British 
Museum. (As noted earlier, the manuscript of Mary's 
fragmentary biography is in the Bodleian, as are most of the 
manuscripts of her journals.) 

21 The British Museum catalogue states that Hogg's 
manuscript is "reproduced yerbatim" in the 1858 .L.i..fg (236). 
The errors reappear in the Dowden and Wolfe editions of the 
Life, neither of which contains any textual corrections or 
notes. 
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this first "fragment" rather than trusting him with the 

original, and that Hogg submitted the transcript to the 

printer rather than recopying it. If this information is 

correct -- if the two pages are in Lady Shelley's hand and the 

book is indeed printed verbatim from the manuscript -- the 

misreadings must be her errors, not Hogg's (though Hogg as 

editor ought, perhaps, to have questioned them).22 

The problems with the second paragraph are even more 

complex. It is not part of the fragmentary biography, as Hogg 

implies, but instead fuses three separate journal entries (all 

of them altered) into a single "document." The paragraph must 

be quoted in full if the extent of the tampering is to be 

recognized. (The speaker, unidentified by Hogg, is Mary.) 

I shall write his Life, and thus occupy myself in 
the only manner from which I can deri ve 
consolation. It will be a task that may bring some 
balm. What, though I weep? What, though each letter 
costs a tear? All is better than inaction -- not 
forgetfulness -- that never is, but an inactivity 
of remembrance. Well, I shall commence my task; 
commemorate the virtues of the only creature on 
earth worth loving or living for, and then, may be, 

22 Unfortunately the BMC also indicates that pages vii
XXll of the manuscript (corresponding approximately to pages 
2-9 of Dowden's 1906 edition) are lost or misplaced. The 
missing material includes two of the paragraphs which Hogg 
prints as fragments of the biography; a letter from Mary to 
Hogg for which the original, fortunately, is available; and a 
letter to Hogg from E. L. Bulwer, the original of which I am 
unable to locate. Though Lady Shelley ~ be responsible for 
errors or alterations in the so-called biographical fragments, 
Hogg alone is responsible for altering the letters from Mary 
and Bulwer, which of course were already in his possession 
before he received the materials from Lady Shelley. 
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I may join him: moonshine may be united to her 
planet, and wander no more, a sad reflection of 
what she loved on earth. And you, my own boy, I am 
about to begin a task, which, if you live, will be 
an invaluable treasure in after-times. I must 
collect my materials; and then, in the 
commemoration of the divine virtues of your father, 
I shall fulfill the only act of pleasure there 
remains for me, and be ready to follow you, my 
child, if you should leave me, my task being 
accomplished. (HL 2) 

This paragraph, like the first one, is presented without 

introduction or immediate commentary: Hogg does not even 

explain the allusion to "moonshine" and her "planet," which 

must surely pass over the head of anyone who has not read 

Shelley's Epipsychidion. 23 Moreover, since Hogg has not yet 

(mis)identified the fragment, the reader does not stop to 

question the appropriateness to a biography of the tearful 

tone or the apostrophe to "my own boy": he or she merely 

retains a general impression of self-pity and maudlin 

sentimentality. 

But the paragraph which creates this impression is not 

even a real entity: it is manufactured from thematically 

related pieces of Mary's journal. Nitchie identifies the first 

six sentences as part of the entry for November 11, 1822,u 

23 Mary is depicted in that poem as the "cold chaste Moon" 
(1. 281) in contrast to "Emily" (Teresa Emilia Viviani), the 
"Sun." 

24 Feldman and scott-Kilvert date this entry as November 
17 rather than November 11 (~ 2:444-5). Since they worked 
from the original manuscript rather than a microfilm as 
Nitchie did, their date is probably correct. 
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and the last two as part of the entry for December 19, 1822 

(48). Although she states incorrectly that the intervening 

lines appear in the journal manuscript but "not in ••• any. 

. • printed form ll (51),25 they in fact appear as the October 

5, 1822 entry in F. L. Jones's edition of Mary's journal (181-

2) -- and presumably also in his source, Shelley and Mary.26 

This error is not serious, however; the printed materials 

referred to appeared after Hogg's death and cannot account for 

what Nitchie calls the "strange confusion of error and 

accuracy" in this paragraph (51). Although Nitchie is 

apparently unaware that the first long paragraph of Hogg's 

25 Since Nitchie uses Jones's 1947 edition of the journal 
as a source for her article, I cannot account for this 
oversight. In any case, the only significant difference 
between Hogg's (undated) version and Jones's is the omission 
in Jones of the words "on earth" after lithe only creature. 1I 

(Unl ike Hogg, Jones capi tali zes "Moonshine," but since the 
semicolon preceding the word in Hogg's version has been 
altered to a period in Jones's version, it is impossible to 
tell whether Jones (and Lady Shelley) considered IIMoonshine ll 

to be a proper or a common noun. In Feldman and Scott
Kilvert's 1987 edition of the journal, which is based on the 
original manuscript, IIMoonshine ll is capitalized and follows a 
comma (~ 2:434); clearly Mary intended it as a proper noun. 
Hogg or some other editor has obscured this distinction by 
regularizing Mary's erratic spelling and punctuation in the 
!J.Lg. ) 

26 Shelley and Mary, a heavily edited collection of 
journal entries and letters privately printed by Lady Shelley 
in 1882, is now virtually inaccessible. However, Jones remarks 
in his Preface that he has IIreproduced the Shelley and Mary 
text exactly except for certain corrections and additions 
which are properly noticed ll (xiii). My references to Shelley 
and Mary are of necessity to Jones's published version of the 
text. 
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manuscript Preface, epigraph and all, is in Lady Shelley's 

hand, she suggests in passing that this second paragraph might 

have been derived from a transcript of the journal which Lady 

Shelley supplied (51) .27 This suggestion, if true, would 

shift a large measure of the "irresponsibility" with which 

Nitchie charges Hogg onto his nemesis. 

The transcript theory gains plausibility from a strange 

coincidence -- the November and December entries which Hogg 

uses to begin and end his paragraph are also placed together, 

but without intervening material, in Shelley and Mary (Nitchie 

51). Although Lady Shelley treats them as adjoining paragraphs 

in the November 11 journal entry (Jones 185-6) whereas Hogg 

presents them (with additional material sandwiched between) as 

a biographical fragment, this coincidence would seem to 

implicate Lady Shelley as the source of Hogg's error. 28 

However, aside from the presence or absence of the October 5 

material, there are significant differences in wording between 

27 Al though it seems unlikely that Lady Shelley would have 
taken the entries out of context and presented them to Hogg as 
a "biographical fragment," she could conceivably have combined 
them in a transcript of the journal, from which Hogg could 
have lifted the paragraph for use in his Preface. Such a 
transcript, if it existed, would have been separate from the 
transcript of the fragmentary biography from which the first 
and probably the third Preface paragraphs were derived. 

28 Hogg, of course, could not have copied Shelley and 
~, which was not printed until 1882, but presumably the 
transcript which Lady Shelley provided to Hogg, if indeed she 
provided one, would have resembled Sand M in its essentials. 



111 

Hogg's version and Lady Shelley's. 29 For example, Hogg has 

"it will be a task that may bring some balm" (2) as compared 

wi th "that will be a task that may convey some balm" in 

Shelley and Mary (Jones 185). Hogg omits the "and" in "all is 

better than inaction and -- not forgetfulness" (Jones 185) and 

includes a sentence which does not appear in Lady Shelley's 

version, "What, though each letter costs a tear?" (!fit 2). Hogg 

has "an invaluable treasure in after-times" (2) as compared 

with "an invaluable treasure to you [the future Sir Percy] in 

after times" (Jones 185), and "be ready to follow to follow 

you, my child, if you should leave me, my task being 

accomplished" (.HI. 2) as opposed to "be ready to follow you, if 

you leave me, my task being fulfilled" (Jones 185-6). Clearly 

someone -- either Lady Shelley or Hogg, or both has 

tampered wi th these materials, but the identi ty of the 

tamperer(s) is unclear from this evidence alone. 

Although Hogg/s working from a transcript supplied by 

Lady Shelley would account for the combining in both Hogg's 

Lifg and Shelley and Mary of the November 17 and December 19 

entries, it would not account for Hogg's inclusion of the 

october 5 entry or for these differences in wording, which 

seem to indicate that he made further alterations of his own 

29 Nitchie does not mention these differences, nor does 
she compare Hogg's version with the manuscript, as I will do 
momentarily. 
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in the transcript if he used one. It is possible, too, that he 

worked directly from Mary's manuscript, in which case the 

combining of the same entries in the two books is merely a 

coincidence and the alterations in the second paragraph of 

Hogg's Preface are entirely his own work. Unfortunately, the 

problem cannot be solved by examining Hogg's manuscript, 

because, as noted earlier, these pages are missing from Add. 

MS. 43803 in the British Museum. However, the two versions of 

the November and December entries ggn be compared with their 

counterparts in the Feldman/scott-Kilvert edition of the 

journal, which is based on Mary's Bodleian manuscript. The 

relevant portions read: 

and 

I shall write his life -- & thus occupy myself in 
the only manner from which I can derive 
consolation. That will be a task that may carry 
some balm. What though I weep? What though each 
letter costs a tear? -- All is better than inaction 
& not forgetfulness -- that never is -- but an 
inactivity of remembrance. (2:444-5) 

And you, my own boy! -- I am about to begin a task, 
which if you live will be an invaluable treasure to 
you in after times. I must collect my materials, & 
then in the commemoration of the divine virtues of 
your father, I shall fulfil [sic] the only act of 
pleasure there remains for me, & be ready to follow 
you, if you leave me, my task being fulfilled. 
(2:446) 

These passages show that neither Hogg'S version nor Lady 

Shelley's is entir~ly accurate, but hers comes closer than his 

to the original. Both editors correct Mary's erratic spelling 
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and punctuation, and both misread the apparently illegible 

word which Feldman and Scott-Kil vert transcribe as "carry" 

(Hogg has "bring" and Lady Shelley has "conveyV'). Hogg is 

correct in including "What though each letter costs a tear?" 

but incorrect in substituting "it" for "that" and 

"accomplished" for fulfilled," in omitting both the word "and" 

in "inaction and not forgetfulness" and the phrase "to you" in 

"an invaluable treasure to you in after times, .,30 and in 

adding "my child" and "should" to "be ready to follow you, if 

you leave me." As indicated earlier, he has also interpolated 

material from the October 5 entry between the other two 

excerpts, presenting the three as a single paragraph from the 

fragmentary biography, and he has omitted Mary's tentative 

outline of chapter titles, which is part of the December 19 

entry in both Sand M and the original manuscript (Jones 186, 

~ 2:446-7). By comparison, Lady Shelley has omitted the 

"tear" question and several paragraphs of self-conscious 

grieving,31 and has fused all of the remaining material from 

30 This small omission transforms the self-effacing young 
widow into a colossal egotist; rather than being invaluable to 
her only child as a memoir of his father, her biography is 
now, by implication, invaluable to posterity. (True or untrue, 
this is not a statement Mary would have made.) 

31 In the omitted portion of the November entry, for 
example, Mary speaks of being aroused to grief, horror and 
indignation by people who dare to compare her loss of "a 
spirit of the elements" to the plight of more ordinary widows; 
her "active thoughts beat against the bars of their cage" as 
she thinks of Shelley, whom she wishes to consider as "absent 
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November 17 and December 19 into a single entry, misdated 

November 11. Her version, though it has many omissions, 

contains few errors and no interpolations. 

Although it cannot be assumed that the text of Shelley 

and Mary is identical with the transcript (if any) from which 

Hogg worked, it would be strange if Lady Shelley had provided 

Hogg with an inaccurate transcript only to print a more 

correct version twenty-four years later. The available 

evidence, though by no means conclusive, indicates that Hogg, 

even if he worked from a transcript, is responsible for most 

of the alterations in these passages, as well as the confusion 

of journal entries with biographical fragments. In fact, he 

seems to have manufactured a "biographical fragment" out of 

journal entries which referred to the intended biography. To 

create a composite journal entry -- no more authentic than a 

Shelley "poem" created by juxtaposing stanzas from three 

separate but thematically related lyrics -- is indeed, to use 

but not lost" (~ 2: 445). The December entry opens on a less 
self-centered note as she speaks of copying Edward Williams's 
journal, but her memory of Williams's gentleness and nobility 
leads her back to her obsession with Shelley's death: she 
would have been "other -- & far better" had he lived, but now 
she is destined to "influence the fate of none on earth, 
except my darling child's [sic]." At the end of this entry she 
pulls herself out of her "despondence" and reminds herself 
that she is "bound for a goal whose prize is beyond all 
praise" -- i. e. she has the important but daunting duty of 
recording Shelley's life (445-6). Neither entry shows Mary at 
her best; neither was ever intended to be read by outsiders. 
Lady Shelley's discretion in omitting them would have been 
viewed as commendable by most readers of the time. 
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Nitchie's word, "irresponsible." But to create such an entity 

and to pass it off as a "biographical fragment" is 

unconscionable. 

The effect of these alterations (or machinations) is to 

increase the reader's sense that Mary is out of control, a 

hysterical woman too immersed in her grief to write an 

objective and coherent biography. Indeed, Hogg suggests as 

much, through irony and indirection, when he at last gets 

around to commenting on Mary's aborted project: the "poor 

widowed dove" is denied the privilege of "reiterating. • • her 

plainti ve, love-lorn sorrows." Though "glow [ ing] with generous 

desire to vindicate aspersed, but unsullied, honour, [and] to 

maintain the just claims of transcendent genius," she is 

prevented by the poet's father, Sir Timothy, from writing her 

"precious volume, a book more golden than gold." Her account 

of the eight years she spent with Shelley would have been of 

"inestimable" value, it being .. impossible" that "even her 

partiali ty and affection, however, excessive," could "offend. 

• against truth and verisimilitude" by "extol [ling] too 

highly" the "genius and character of Shelley." As for 

recording the "earlier, and perhaps the more interesting, 

portion" of Shelley's life, Hogg himself has "constantly been 

pointed at" as the person best qualified to write about 
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Shelley's entire life32 (even, presumably, the eighteen years 

before he met Shelley and the four years when Shelley was in 

Italy and Hogg in England) because he, Hogg, "knows more of 

Shelley, indeed, on the whole, than anyone" (4-5). The one 

direct statement that Mary's "partiality and affection" were 

"excessive" (as Hogg's, implicitly, are not) reveals that the 

hyperbolic praise of Mary's unwritten biography is really 

mockery, as is the extravagant commiseration, which probably 

masks an underlying antipathy. 33 wri ting in a parody of 

32 Hogg's ego, if nothing else, is at work here. Medwin's 
1847 Preface quotes Mary as having "in 1824 • • • point[ed] 
out Leigh Hunt as 'the person most calculated for such an 
undertaking' [Le. writing Shelley's Lifg]" (1). Medwin's 
source (which he does not name) is Mary's very brief Preface 
to the Posthumous Poems (qtd. in Forman 3: 355-7). The 
similarity of Hogg's wording to Mary's indicates that Hogg had 
either or both of these works at hand as he wrote his Preface, 
and that he wished to "correct" Mary's assertion without 
overtly quoting it or naming names. (Medwin had to some degree 
done this work for him; he indicates that Mary has clearly 
abandoned any intention she may have had of writing Shelley's 
biography herself (1) and that Hunt "doubtless felt that an 
acquaintance of nine or ten years, most of which were passed 
by shelley abroad, furnished him with very inadequate 
materials" (2). Thus Medwin accomplishes directly, in two 
brief paragraphs, what Hogg has taken some six or eight pages 
to accomplish through indirection and irony. 

33 Hogg' s lifelong aversion to Mary, discussed in my 
Introduction, is clearly reflected in his reaction to the 
settlement of Shelley's will upon Sir Timothy's death in 1844: 
"I daresay you wish that you were a good deal richer--that 
this had happened and not that. • • . I should be sorry to 
believe that you were quite contented; such a state of mind, 
so preposterous and unnatural, especially in any person whose 
circumstances were affluent, would surely portend some 
calami ty" (Sharp 138). The taunt refers, of course, to the 
fact that her income would have been considerably larger had 
Sir Timothy died some fifteen or twenty years sooner; Hogg is 
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Mary's melodramatic style, Hogg reduces her to a tearful widow 

incapable of seeing, much less recording for posterity, her 

late husband's faults -- a position made credible by the so

called biographical fragments just discussed. Hogg, we are to 

infer, is a more rational and objective being than Mary.34 He 

"[knew] Shelley better" than she did, and moreover he has 

"preserved [Shelley's] numerous letters"(5) -- as, we are to 

assume, Mary did not. 

The third and last of the paragraphs by Mary which open 

Hogg's Preface is a genuine biographical fragment, different 

in tone from the others and essentially unaltered. Nitchie 

comments, "Except for a few careless readings, which are 

immaterial, Hogg prints [this passage] as it stands" (51) .35 

As Nitchie indicates, the paragraph is "an attempt to 

characterize Shelley -- his shrewd penetration of character, 

his acceptance of ingratitude as something he expected, his 

implying that Mary, having lived so long on 400 pounds or less 
per year, will not be content now with a "mere" 2000. 

34 Lady Scott reacts exactly as Hogg would have wished: 
"The quotations [from Mary's "intended biography"] are enough 
to induce thankfulness for Sir Timothy's injunction" (256). 

35 In the Bodleian manuscript, this fragment, folio 115 
of MS. Shelley adds. c.5., immediately follows the long 
paragraph on Mary's duties as biographer which Hogg uses to 
open his Preface (Nitchie 51). As Nitchie does not print the 
manuscript version of this fragment and it is not included 
among Mary's journal entries or other published materials, I 
am unable at this time to confirm her judgment of Hogg's 
version as substantially correct. 
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desire to 'benefit and improveR others, 'a passion for the 

reformation of mankind' " (3). The chief problem with 

this paragraph is its placement immediately after two 

paragraphs of maudlin eulogy. What reader, having struggled 

through two pages of bathos by the forlorn widow of a 

"celestial spirit," will now believe Mary's unsupported 

assertions that Shelley was "never a dupe," that his It judgment 

of a [person's] character" bordered on "omniscience," and that 

his "constant benevolence of manner and action" not only 

"amended and exalted his friends" but "awoke" in them "an 

enthusiasm of love," the natural consequence of his combined 

"sensibility" and "urbanity" (HL 2-3)? Later in the I4..fg Hogg 

will make similar assertions in his own person only to 

sabotage them with ironic comedy, but for now he is content to 

let the paragraph stand. Had he included only this paragraph 

from Mary's "biography," answering the points individually 

with authentic examples to support or refute them, he might 

have done the reader a very real service. Instead, this almost 

objecti ve, almost credible paragraph is wasted, lumped in with 

the sentimental rhetoric of the earlier paragraphs and 

forgotten. 36 

36 Hogg follows this paragraph with a comment paraphrased 
earlier: "So far Mrs. Shelley has written, but not farther, 
except a few scraps, which have been inserted at the 
commencement of this work [1. e. Chapter I of the !4..fsl]" (3). 
He does not directly state that what she has written is the 
beginnings of a biography, but the letter he quotes in the 
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Hogg's next move is to introduce a letter to himself from 

Mary with the apparently sympathetic comment, "The following 

letter will best explain the motives and necessity of her 

silence, and will fully justify it" (3). On one level Hogg is 

here attempting, in a roundabout way, to do his victorian 

readers a service. Since the widow of a famous man almost 

routinely wrote his biography, Hogg feels it incumbent upon 

himself to explain why Mary, who outlived her husband by 

twenty-nine years, did not perform this wifely duty. But 

rather than presenting a brief and straightforward explanation 

(preferably without melodramatic quotations), he falsifies 

another document -- this time a letter to himself which never 

passed through Lady Shelley's hands -- and follows it with 

elaborately sentimental commentary which I will discuss 

momentarily. The lefthand column shows the letter as it 

appears in Hogg's Life (3); the righthand column shows Mary's 

original letter as it appears in ~ 2 (301): 

41, PARK STREET, Dec. 11, 
1838 
Dear Jefferson, 

J --- has told you, I 
suppose, that I am about to 
publish an Edition of 
Shelley's poems. She says, 

41 d Park st. 11 Dec 1838 

Dear Jeff 
Jane has told you I 

suppose that I am about to 
publish an Edition of 
Shelley's Poems -- She says 

next paragraph makes this implication reasonably clear. Aside 
from creating the false impression that these fragments are 
all pieces of a single document, presented in their proper 
order with the omissions indicated by the asterisks, this 
comment calls attention away from the last and best of the 
fragments to Mary's aborted "biography" as a whole. 



you have not a Queen Mab. 
Yet have you not? Did not 
Shelley give you one -- one 
of the first printed? If you 
will lend it me, I shall be 
so very much obliged; and I 
will return it safely when 
the book is printed. 

Will you 
lend me your Alastor also? 
It will not go to the 
printer; I shall only 
correct the press from it. 

Sir Timothy forbids 
biography, under a threat of 
stopping the supplies. What 
could I do then? How could I 
live? And my poor boy! But I 
mean to write a few Notes 
appertaining to the history 
of the Poems. If you have 
any of Shelley's letters, 
mentioning his poetry, and 
would communicate them, I 
should be glad, and thank 
you. 

I am ever truly yours, 
Mary w. S. 

To T.J.H., Temple. (tiL 3) 
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you have not a Queen Mab -
yet have you not? Did not 
Shelley give you one -- one 
of the first printed. If you 
will lend it me I shall be 
so very much obliged & will 
return it safely when the 
book is printed. I want your 
opinion on one point. The 
bookseller [i.e. the 
publisher, Edward Moxon] has 
suggested leaving out the 
6th & 7th parts as too 
shocking and atheistical. 
What do you say? I dont 
[sic] like mutilations -- & 
would not leave out a word 
in favour of liberty. But I 
have no partiality to 
irreligion & much doubt the 
benefit of disputing the 
existence of the Creator -
give me your opinion. Will 
you lend me your Alastor 
also -- it will not go to 
the printer -- I shall only 
correct the press from it. 
Sir Tim forbids biography 

but I 
mean to write a few notes 
appertaining to the history 
of the poems -- if you have 
any [of] Shelley's letters 
you would communicate 
mentioning his poetry I 
should be glad & thank you. 

I am yo Ever 
MW Shelley 

(MWSL 2:301) 

As I have attempted to show through the gaps in these columns, 

Hogg's version contains major interpolations and omissions as 

-----_ .. _ .... 
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omissions as well as minor alterations along the way. 37 

Setting aside changes in Mary's spelling and punctuation (more 

or less necessary in a book intended for the general public), 

the minor alterations include the shortening of "Jane " to "J-
__ II 

(obviously intended to protect the identity of his common

law wife), the lengthening of "Jeff" to "Jefferson" (which 

suggests a less intimate relationship with Mary than is 

implied by her use of the nickname), and the apparently 

motiveless change of Mary's usual signature, "MW Shelley," to 

"Mary W. S.," a signature which Mary seldom used. The lines 

from "I want your opinion on one point" to "give me your 

opinion," which provide an important revelation of Mary's 

anxiety over her late husband's reputation as an atheist, have 

been omitted,38 in part because Hogg shares this same concern 

-- his harmless Shelley must not be thought to have seriously 

harbored atheistical sentiments, nor would his sensible and 

benevolent young Hogg (soon to be presented to the reader) 

have associated with so wicked a companion. 39 But the lines 

37 Bennett lists the major alterations but makes no 
comment on their significance (~ 2:301 n.1). 

38 The omission of this paragraph must have cost Hogg a 
mental struggle; he is denying himself the opportunity of 
showing the middle-aged Mary relying on his judgment in a 
serious matter. 

39 It is probably this concern for Shelley's (and his own) 
reputation prompted Hogg to tell Mary that he had no letters 
suitable for Moxon (~2:302 n. 4). He had similarly refused 
to lend her the 1810-1814 letters in 1824 (1:448-9). As for 
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also omit a reference to Shelley's belief in liberty -- a 

sentiment which, according to Hogg, the aristocratic young 

poet never seriously espoused. 40 (Given this creative 

editing, the further omission of "I don[']t like mutilations" 

is highly ironic.) 

Hogg's additions (which consist of the words, "under a 

threat of stopping the supplies" and the lines," What could I 

do then? How could I live? And my poor boy!") are somewhat 

more complicated than his omissions both in motivation and 

consequences. A clue to both can be found in his alteration of 

Mary's casual, almost flippant, reference to "Sir Tim" to the 

more formal (and formidable) "Sir Timothy." This seemingly 

small change hides the fact that, at this point in her life, 

Mary was not afraid of her father-in-law, though the 

figurative hand-wringing which follows "the threat of stopping 

the supplies" indicates otherwise. But both the threat and the 

fear of starvation relate to a much earlier period than 1838, 

his copy of Alastor, he claimed that he had lent it out and it 
had not been returned (2: 302). Perhaps his Queen Mab had 
suffered a similar fate (or he was equally unwilling to lend 
it). A letter to Moxon from Mary dated December 12, 1838, 
shows that she was still seeking copies of both poems (2:303). 
(Her own copies, Bennett explains, were in the custody of a 
former landlord.) 

40 Hogg insists that Shelley's belief in liberty was 
entirely theoretical and that he never acted upon it (132-3). 
This demonstrably false position will be discussed later in 
conjunction with another falsehood, Shelley's supposed lack of 
interest in politics. (See Chapter V.) 
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the date of this letter. In July 1824 Sir Timothy had indeed 

reacted to the publication of Shelley's Posthumous Poems by 

threatening to cut off Mary's minuscule allowance of one 

hundred pounds per year, and the young widow, terrified at the 

prospect of losing her one remaining child, had agreed through 

her agent, Peacock, to recall the 200 unsold copies of the 

book and refrain from again publicly mentioning Shelley's 

name. 41 But in 1838 she was a very different person, a woman 

of forty-one who had proven her ability to earn a living -

admi ttedly a meager one at times -- through her writing. 

Though the interdict was still in effect ("Sir Tim forbids 

biography"), she had the courage and the resources to flout it 

should Sir Timothy remain recalcitrant regarding the notes. 

Moreover, the "poor boy" whom she despairs of losing in Hogg' s 

version of the letter had been Sir Timothy's heir since the 

death of his half-brother Charles in september 1826. Now 

nineteen and a student at cambridge, he was in no danger of 

starvation. Although the interpolated lines resemble the 

41 Matters were complicated when Sir Timothy, annoyed by 
reviews of Mary's novel, The Last Man (1826), again cut off 
her allowance. (Though she had appeared on the title page 
merely as "the author of Frankenstein," the critics had no 
difficulty in identifying the author or in recognizing in the 
protagonist an idealized portrait of Shelley.) The death of 
Shelley's elder son, Charles Bysshe, solved the problem by 
making his half-brother Percy Florence the heir to the Shelley 
estates. Sir Timothy later increased Mary's allowance to pay 
for Percy's education at Harrow and Cambridge. (See ~ 2: 
481, 498-9 and 559, and ~ 1:444 and 451 for the details of 
Mary's financial struggles.) 
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sentiments expressed by Mary in the altered fragments which 

open Hogg' s Preface, they are not part of the unf inished 

biography, nor do they appear in any of Mary's published 

letters or journal entries. In short, they are invented by 

Hogg for the occasion. These interpolations impose the 

identity of a distraught twenty-five-year-old onto a mature 

and competent middle-aged woman, reducing her to a cringing 

craven. More important, perhaps, for Hogg's purposes, they 

obscure the distinction between the hysterical and inaccurate 

"biographical fragments" (composed ca. 1824) and the very 

different biographical "Notes" mentioned in the 1838 letter. 

Although Hogg admits that these "exceedingly valuable" notes 

appeared shortly after the date of the letter "together with 

The Poetical Works of Percy Bysshe Shelley" (3), the overall 

effect of his tampering is greatly to diminish, if not to 

annihilate, Mary's credibility as a biographer. 

The confusion is deliberately compounded in the next 

paragraph, which begins with the brief reference (above) to 

the "valuable" notes but immediately shifts its focus to 

present a greatly exaggerated version of Sir Timothy's 

tyranny. 42 Hogg renders the 1824 edict against biography, 

42 As noted earlier, the old man had ordered Mary not to 
publish Shelley's biography if she wished to keep her 
allowance. This order could not have prevented Mary from 
completing an unpublished biography had she so desired, but as 
Feldman and Scott-Kilvert indicate, Mary had reservations of 
her own regarding the publication of Shelley's biography. The 
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which he has just admitted did not prevent the publication of 

Mary's "exceedingly valuable" 1838 "Notes," as "Be silent, or 

starve!" This exaggerated but nicely alliterative injunction 

is followed by the first of many tirades which interrupt 

Hogg's ostensible record of Shelley's life: 

The prohibition is certainly hard: .•. harder than 
all hard things put together, and hardened into one 
superlatively hard thing. The poor widowed dove was 
forbidden to lament her lost mate; the consolation 
of bewailing and celebrating him was denied her on 
pain of death. (3-4) 

Obviously Hogg is exaggerating both Mary's plight, which is 

far from being the worst predicament ever faced by a human 

being, and Sir Timothy's tyranny, which was never intended as 

a death sentence. But he is not content to stop here. The 

"poor widowed dove" must be compared with Philomela, a 

mythical Greek princess raped by her brother-in-law Tereus, 

who then tore out her tongue to enforce her silence. But 

Philomela, Hogg implies, was dealt with less harshly than 

Mary; though treated with "barbarous cruelty," the poor girl 

was allowed, after her transformation into a nightingale, to 

sing of her sorrows. In other words, Hogg equates Sir 

Timothy's demand of "perpetual silence," his sole act of 

important years of his maturity could not be discussed without 
bringing her into public notice as "the subject of men's 
observations -- of the bitter hard world's commentaries, to be 
attacked or defended!" (~ 2:445 n.4). The last five words 
uncannily predict her treatment by critics and biographers, 
many of whom seem to believe that to defend Harriet or Claire 
is of necessity to attack Mary, and vice versa. 
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"barbarous cruelty," with the enormities perpetrated by 

Tereus, and Mary's suffering is presented as more terrible 

than Philomela's because Philomela receives the consolation 

which Mary is denied. Presented as a syllogism, this piece of 

casuistry would appear something like this: 

Philomela was treated barbarously but received 

consolation. 

Mary received no consolation. 

Therefore Mary was treated more barbarously than 

Philomela. 

Any reader familiar with the story of Philomela knows that 

this reasoning is nonsense. But since the classical allusions 

and elevated language applied to a mundane topic mark the 

entire passage as burlesque, nonsensical reasoning is almost 

logical, or at least appropriate, in this context. In 

conjunction with the hyperbole which precedes it (Sir 

Timothy's injunction as "a superlatively hard thing"), this 

absurd comparison diminishes both the "tyrant" (sir Timothy) 

and his ostensible victim (Mary), rendering the behavior of 

both ridiculous. 

Hogg is now in a position to undermine Mary's credentials 

as a biographer and establish his own claim to superior 

knowledge and objectivity (see above, 115-7). But rather than 

launch immediately into his attack on the unwritten but 

"precious" volume, he shifts from hyperbole to irony. 
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pretending that both he and his reader must of necessity be 

outraged by Sir Timothy's behavior as he has presented it, he 

assumes a tone of sweet reasonableness, advising "us" to 

"restrain our indignation" and "be just" to a man who "never 

felt as an enthusiastic biographer feels." Sir Timothy, he 

assures us I never wished for anything beyond "an abundant 

share of the creature comforts," his "honest and intimate 

conviction" being, "no doubt," that "everything else was 

sentiment, illusion, affectation" (4). Presumably this brief 

apostrophe is intended as an ironic counterpoint to the "real" 

Sir Timothy just depicted, much as high moral standards 

provide Sir Thomas More's unhistorical Richard Duke of 

Gloucester with an ironic counter-motive for punishing Jane 

Shore's harlotry. (This motive is actually more plausible -

and closer to historical truth -- than the "real" moti ve 

imputed to Richard by More, disposing of Jane as an obstacle 

in his path to the throne. It works well, too, as a contrast 

to the obvious immorality of More's child-murdering 

usurper.)43 But Hogg's attempt at a similar strategy is less 

successful. To be sure, comfort-loving, utilitarian stupidity 

contrasts well enough with the cruelty of a man who tells his 

daughter-in-law to "be silent, or starve," but it would not 

43 Hogg may have been imitating More. In any case, a 
reference to Jane Shore in Chap.28 can be taken as evidence 
that he had at least read the book. 
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provide a plausible motive for such an edict. A man who values 

nothing except creature comforts would not deprive another 

person of these same comforts out of concern for the family 

honor, which might be tarnished by a biography of his renegade 

son. He would merely regard such a biography, and such 

concern, as "sentiment, illusion [and] affectation." The 

twisted logic of this apostrophe further confuses the reader 

as regards Hogg's real opinion on this matter. 

Since the real Sir Timothy did fear the consequences of 

a Shelley biography, it would seem that the apostrophe is 

intended merely as ironic support for the already ironic 

assertion that we should "restrain our indignation" against a 

modern-day Tereus much as we should restrain our 

indignation against More's Richard, that "goodly, continent 

prince" sent into the world to mend men's morals. But this 

reading of Hogg's apostrophe presents its own problems. If the 

justification of Sir Timothy, including his ostensible motive 

for "starving" Mary, is ironic, we must logically assume that 

the depictions of Mary as victim and Sir Timothy as tyrant, 

though greatly exaggerated, are not ironic; that Hogg, who 

felt emotions but seldom expressed them, whose biting wit was 

immortalized in Shelley's verse letter to Maria Gisborne, has 

fallen into the victorian trap of purple prose through the 

intensi ty of his sympathy for the one and his indignation 

against the other. Al ternati vely , if we assume that his 



129 

sympathy for Mary (whose plight he has exaggerated with the 

aid of altered documents) is an ironic pose, we must logically 

assume that his indignation against Sir Timothy's "tyranny" is 

part of that pose. This being so, Hogg's advice to "us" 

himself and the reader -- to "restrain our indignation," which 

appears in context to be ironic, may actually reflect his real 

opinion, or something resembling it. 

This second reading seems to me to represent Hogg' s 

intentions, insofar as he was himself aware of them. First, 

both the edict which illustrates the tyranny and the 

indignation stemming from the edict are partly manufactured. 

Second, Hogg had no personal grudge against Sir Timothy, 

having experienced his petty despotism only at second hand." 

An old man himself in 1858, he could afford to sympathize a 

little with the poor weak aging baronet whose son was so 

intractable as to undervalue the facade of respectability 

which constituted his family's honor.'s In any case, despite 

44 Al though Sir Timothy is also presented as a petty 
tyrant in the correspondence with Lady Shelley, Hogg is 
probably playing to her expectations. (See Appendix.) In the 
~ proper, Sir Timothy is essentially a comic figure, as 
will be shown. Hogg's depiction of him may be contrasted with 
his more spiteful caricature of Eliza Westbrook, against whom 
he did carry a life-long grudge. 

'5 Although Hogg, himself the son of a country squire, 
shared the concern of most country gentry for "respectability" 
(or the appearance thereof), his views on child-rearing 
differed from Sir Timothy's, perhaps as a direct result of his 
encounters with that already aging gentleman. (See my 
Introduction.) 
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the flaws in logic already discussed, there is some truth in 

this depiction of Sir Timothy as a comfort-loving man who 

could not feel the desire of an "enthusiastic biographer" to 

"vindicate aspersed, but unsullied, honour [and] maintain the 

just claims of transcendent genius" (4), even when the genius 

was his own son. Although it is tempting to read this sentence 

as an attack on the old baronet's obtuseness, especially if we 

share Mary's view that her husband has been unfairly maligned 

and vastly underrated, it is more probable, given Hogg's 

expressed contempt for hero-worship (8-9) and his insistence 

in the ~ on presenting Shelley as a comic character, that 

the irony is really aimed at Mary's Shelleyolatry. She, not 

Hogg, is the "enthusiastic biographer" referred to here --

"enthusiastic" in the eighteenth-century sense of fanatical, 

almost religious, devotion to a cause, in this case her 

"di vine" husband's reputation. 46 Hogg is also implying that 

his own biography will neither vindicate Shelley nor defend 

his claim to greatness -- a point which the reader, struggling 

wi th the skewed logic, hyperbole, and incoherence of the 

46 In his correspondence with Hogg, the young Shelley had 
occasionally referred to himself as an "enthusiast," meaning 
that he felt an almost religious devotion to the cause of 
freedom. (Cf. Harriet's comment in a letter to Catherine 
Nugent that Godwin "is grown old and unimpassioned [and] is 
not in the least calculated for such enthusiasts as we are," 
Letters 1:350 n.) For Hogg, born like his long-dead friends 
during the Regency, the words "enthusiast" and "enthusiasm" 
would have had a similar meaning but without any favorable 
connotations. 
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paragraph, is very likely to miss, especially since the target 

of Hogg's vitriol still appears to be Shelley's father. 

But Hogg, who seems to be writing more for his own 

amusement than for the edification of the reader, is not yet 

ready to abandon his pretence of righteous indignation against 

the old tyrant, Sir Tim. Proceeding through indirection (a 

favorite tactic), he resumes his ironic tirade by implicitly 

comparing Sir Timothy to another tyrannical father whom he 

does not name. This "would-be Junius" orders his daughter, who 

stands weeping beside her mother's coffin, to stop 

"snivelling" and "screw down" the coffin lid. 47 The "fellow," 

says Hogg, was probably not really a "brute"; "he was, 

probably, only a man destitute of the ordinary feelings of 

humanity, who was really unable to comprehend how so trivial 

a matter as the death of a beloved parent could be the cause 

to a child of unaffected grief, of genuine, gushing tears" 

(4). with regard to the "would-be Junius," whoever he may be, 

47 Aside from its purpose as a supposed analogue to Sir 
Timothy's "brutishness," this anecdote is one of a number of 
obscure attacks which appear to be directed at real but 
unidentified (and sometimes unidentifiable) people. This 
particular victim of Hogg's wrath is also characterized as 
incompetent and envious, a "jackdaw" in peacock's feathers who 
is "incapable of writing the celebrated work which he laboured 
to father upon himself" (4). Despite the bird imagery, the 
reference cannot be to Peacock, who succeeded in "fathering" 
some half dozen books, none of them a failed attempt at a 
great work. Perhaps Hogg expected his victorian readers to 
recognize the allusion, but it appears that he is expending 
venom for his personal satisfaction without regard for the 
reader. 
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this statement is unmistakably ironic; clearly he i§ to be 

regarded as a brute despite Hogg's assertion that to so label 

him would be "unfair." But the comparison of this person's 

cruelty with Sir Timothy's is again problematic; commanding a 

daughter to stop snivelling and screw down her mother's coffin 

lid is hardly of the same order as commanding an impoverished 

daughter-in-law not to publish a biography of her dead 

husband. The behavior of the one is not only unnatural and 

unfeeling but inhumane; that of the other is wrong-headed but 

perfectly understandable. Nor can Hogg's purpose in presenting 

this digression be comic exaggeration; the "Junius's" behavior 

is in no way humorous. It is, however, similar enough to the 

still greater tyranny of Tereus to serve the same purpose: we 

are back to the melodramatic characterizations of Sir Timothy 

and Mary (by no means indicative of Hogg's real views) with 

which this long paragraph began. Hogg cannot yet relinquish 

this pose, which is a necessary prelude to his depiction of 

Mary as incompetent biographer and the establishment of his 

own claims to that office. 

The paragraph continues at great length (two and one half 

pages), but even the small portion of it here summarized 

reveals that the problem of tone in the Preface, and indeed in 

the Lifg as a Whole, is not merely aesthetic. That the entire 

paragraph is intended to be ironic at some level is 

unquestionable, but the shifting tone and hyperbolical style 
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make it difficult for the reader to apply the irony or to 

recognize its target. Are we to read every sentence as meaning 

its opposite, or are we to distinguish between sarcasm 

(satire) and hyperbole (burlesque), reading one as signifying 

its opposite and the other as an exaggerated version of Hogg's 

real sentiments? Is the hyperbolic sympathy for Mary really an 

expression of contempt, a cruel parody of her private journal 

and the aborted biography she was not yet emotionally prepared 

to write? Or is Hogg, as Lady Scott suggests, merely an 

egotist writing for his own satisfaction and amusement, 

"oblivious of any audience but himself" and untroubled by the 

absence of logic or consistency in his ostensibly comic 

attacks (JH 253)? In conversation, even as a young man, Hogg 

masked his real views under biting attacks on every available 

target, and it appears that he is applying the same protective 

strategy here. No one is safe, not even anonymous "would-be 

Juniuses" unconnected with Shelley, and certainly not Shelley 

himself. Sometimes the irony turns back upon itself, so that 

a seeming attack on one person is really an attack on another, 

or the irony seems to work on more than one level, attacking 

two targets simultaneously -- one as the object of ridicule 

and the other of reproach. 48 Tampering and trickery aside, 

48 The savagely satirical passage on the "would-be 
Junius," for example, appears to be an attack, whereas the 
burlesque depictions of Mary and Sir Timothy appear to be 
merely ridicule or mockery, a kind of sneering comedy intended 
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this paragraph makes it clear that no statement by Hogg, 

whether anecdote, assertion, or commentary, can be accepted on 

faith as "true." 

This warning applies, of course, to Hogg's arguments for 

his own qualifications as biographer, which take up most of 

the remaining one and a half pages of this monstrous 

paragraph. He begins with another anonymous attack, this one 

jointly directed at "some metropolitan versifier ••• who for 

a long time preyed most perseveringly on Shelley's substance" 

and at the "hasty, careless, and inaccurate compiler" who has 

transferred Hogg's "proper office" or "bishopric" to this 

writer (5). setting aside the word "bishopric," which mayor 

may not be an ironic reference to the hero-worship of the 

angelic school, this vicious attack can only be directed at 

Lady Shelley (the careless and inaccurate compiler) ,49 who 

did deprive Hogg of his "office" as biographer, and Leigh Hunt 

to belittle rather than malign. However, the difference is not 
cut and dried, and Hogg himself may have made no conscious 
distinction. 

49 How Hogg could have arrived at this judgment before 
Lady Shelley had published or even compiled her Shelley 
Memorials (1859) is difficult to explain; perhaps he based 
this view on the transcripts which he had been given to work 
from. In any case, Hogg apparently knew or suspected, even 
before the publication of his book, that Lady Shelley would be 
taking the documents from him in order to give them to another 
authorized biographer, whom he assumed would be Hunt. 
(Internal evidence indicates that at least some parts of the 
Preface were written after the main portion of the book had 
gone to press.) 
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(the metropolitan versifier) -- now too old and ill to receive 

the "bishopric" whatever Lady Shelley's wishes in the matter. 

Hunt's violent reaction against Hogg's ~ is partially 

explained by the injured astonishment he must have felt upon 

reading that he was qualified only to present "an account of 

plunder, -- an inventory of sums received" (5). "Instructive 

and astonishing [statements]," says Hogg with obvious irony, 

"but not quite all that is required [of a biographer]" (5). 

Malicious as it seems to humiliate a former friend in 

this way, Hogg's probable intention is not so much to injure 

Hunt as to contrast Hunt's qualifications as a biographer with 

his own. Using Hunt's chronic indebtedness as if it were 

evidence of his inability to write a life of Shelley, Hogg 

lumps him with Mary as incompetent50 and shifts without 

transition to his own qualifications as biographer. He has 

already made the debatable assertion that he "[knew] more of 

[Shelley] • than anyone" (4) ;51 now he states that he not 

50 See p. 116, above. The passage implying that Mary's 
"partiality and affection" for Shelley would "offend. 
against truth and verisimilitude" immediately precedes the 
attack on Hunt. 

51 Having known the subject of a biography does not 
necessarily consti tute an advantage to the would-be 
biographer. Paul M. Kendall comments: 

For the writer contemplating the biography of a friend, 
as well as for the autobiographer, the fallibility of 
retrospect has been cruelly revealed; it is impossible to 
dodge the realization that memory recreates rather than 
regurgitates the past. Errors of fact [such as those in 
Medwin's !J..t.g] may be checked against the record; but [to 
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only "corresponded regularly with Shelley" (a point I have 

already dealt with in my Introduction) but also IIpreserved 

[Shelley's] numerous letters" -- as "some persons, who affirm 

that they received whole volumes of epistles from him" did not 

(5). This statement, which might accurately be applied to 

Shelley's cousin Thomas Medwin52 (whose Life of Shelley Hogg 

held in contempt), appears in context to refer to the would-be 

biographers Mary and Hunt, with the implication that neither 

received as many letters as Hogg and neither kept them. Even 

were this insinuation warranted, it would have no effect on 

their qualifications as biographers. But Hogg seems to be 

posing as a kind of Boswell, who kept all of his friend's 

letters knowing from the first moment of their acquaintance 

tinker with] the complex of intimate feeling and fond 
recall, that dome of many-colored glass fragmenting the 
light of truth [,] . is to confound the impulse 
willing the biography into existence. (125-6) 

This observation, with its fortuitous allusion to Adonais, 
applies doubly to Hogg's ~, which is both an autobiography 
and a biography of a friend. 

52 Medwin confesses in the Preface to his 1847 Life of 
Shelley that his "memoirs" are flawed by "the almost total 
want of letters," adding: 

Unhappily all those -- and they would have formed volumes 
-- which I received from him in early youth, were lost, 
from my not having the habit, at that time, of preserving 
letters, and that [sic] those which passed between us 
from 1819 to 1822, were lent, and never returned. (3) 

It would seem from the similarity of this passage to Hogg's 
wording that Medwin's Preface was fresh in Hogg/s mind but 
that Hogg did not wish to call attention to his predecessor's 
book. But this allusion is imperceptible to the average 
reader, who would naturally apply the remark to the vaguely 
identified persons mentioned earlier in the paragraph. 
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that the bright and charming boy would one day be a famous 

poet whose letters would merit publication. with sublime 

audacity Hogg remarks, "I do not scruple to make public 

[Shelley's] remarkable communications; justice to his 

character and the interests of truth demand the[ir] 

publication" (5). What sort of "truth" and "justice" the old 

lawyer had in mind is difficult to discern, but it is 

certainly not the whole truth and nothing but the truth. 

Perhaps Hogg felt that his depiction of Shelley was true in 

essence if not in fact and that altering the letters to make 

them consistent with this depiction was therefore justified. 

Or this assertion may be part of a cover-up, a calculated 

attempt to deceive the public, much as he had concealed his 

agnosticism by attending church and pretended that he was 

legally married to Jane Williams. Whatever his intention, the 

statement is both hypocritical and ironic. 

At this point Hogg makes a remarkable confession which 

should be borne in mind by the reader of his conversations and 

anecdotes: his "recollection" of the "events and actions" he 

writes about "is now faint and imperfect, 11 and he regrets that 

his own letters, which "would have given a fresh and graphic 

representation" of these events, have not been saved. 53 

53 Elsewhere Hogg complains that Shelley, who frequently 
changed his residence, left numerous books and letters behind 
him -- a charge which is apparently true. Few of the letters 
he received from Hogg or anyone else (except Godwin and Mary) 
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Ostensibly Hogg is concerned with the loss to Shelley 

biography of these valuable documents, and he is certainly 

right in this regard, but he seems also to be mourning the 

loss of his letters for their own sake. We can be certain, 

however, that he would have doctored his own letters as well 

as Shelley's had they been available for his use. 

Having established his qualifications (which consist of 

"I knew him," "I have been consistently pointed at as the most 

qualified person to write his life," and If I kept his numerous 

letters"), he leaps without transition into the ostensible 

history of his Life of Shelley: 

We often conversed together about the projected 
biography of my incomparable friend; but no 
definite arrangement was ever made with his family 
for giving a full and authentic account of his 
innocent and imaginative life. It was agreed, 
however, that, by way of commencement, I should 
relate, in some periodical, as much as I could 
remember of those happy days which we spent 
together at Oxford. with this view Mrs. Shelley 
[i.e. Mary] introduced me to the estimable and 
accomplished editor of the New Monthly Magazine 
[Edward Lytton Bulwer]. • •• (5) 

Although Mary did introduce Hogg to Bulwer, with the result 

that Hogg produced a series of anonymous articles on Shelley 

at Oxford, 54 this paragraph is misleading in a number of 

respects. Most obviously, the vague diction makes it difficult 

are still extant. 

54 These articles will be discussed in detail in the 
Oxford chapter. 
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to identify the persons involved. Hogg and someone talked 

frequently about a "projected biography" of Shelley, but who 

is the someone? "We" has no antecedent; it mayor may not 

relate to the persons referred to earlier in the paragraph, 

viz. "the bereaved lady" (Mary), the "inaccurate compiler" 

(Lady Shelley), or even the "metropolitan versifier" (Hunt). 

If we eliminate Hunt as an unlikely candidate, we are left 

with Mary or Lady Shelley. 

Hogg did "converse" (or correspond) with Lady Shelley 

about his own "projected biography" of Shelley in 1856-8, but 

the next clause of Hogg's sentence ("No. • • arrangement was 

ever made with his family for giving [an] ••• account ••• of 

[Shelley's] ••• life") seems to mean that "~" never made any 

such arrangement; if so, "we" is distinct from "his family." 

But at this time Lady Shelley and Sir Percy ~ Shelley's 

family, or at least its chief representati ves, and 

arrangements were made for Hogg to write a biography. Unless 

Hogg is telling us straight out that the arrangements he made 

with Lady Shelley and Sir Percy had nothing to do with giving 

"a full and authentic account" of an "innocent and 

imaginative" life,55 he cannot be referring to these 

conversations in this paragraph. 

55 Note the similarity of this language to that used in 
the dedication, already established as ironic. 
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More likely, the unidentified "we" of the first sentence 

refers to Hogg and Mary while "his family" refers primarily to 

Sir Timothy, with whom the "arrangements" would have been made 

(but were not). However, Mary's conversations with Hogg on the 

subject of Shelley biography appear to have occurred almost 

exclusively in 1832 when the Oxford articles were written and 

(if one letter apiece counts as conversation) in 1838, at 

which time Hogg advised Mary not to publish biographical 

information or "the history of [Shelley's] studies" (~ 302 

n.4). At no other time after Sir Timothy's edict did Mary 

desire to write or even contribute to a "full and authentic 

account" of Shelley's life. 

Moreover, any attempts by Mary to "make arrangements" 

with "the family" regarding her late husband's biography would 

have been futile before Sir Timothy's death in 1844. Between 

1844 and 1851 Mary could -- and perhaps should -- have 

attempted to "make arrangements" with Shelley's mother and 

sisters, but her relations with the family were still strained 

and there is no evidence that she did so. Only after Mary's 

death, when "[Shelley's] family" consisted of two old maid 

sisters, two grown children (Sir Percy and his half-sister 

Ianthe) ,56 and a daughter-in-law, did the daughter-in-law, 

56 Both sisters had been children when Shelley broke with 
his family and remembered little about him, and the surviving 
"children" knew only what they had been told. A third sister, 
Mary Shelley Trevor, was alive but not living at Field Place. 
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Lady Jane Shelley, take upon herself the responsibility of 

collecting documents67 to be used in preparing that 

impossible enti ty , "a full and authentic account of 

[Shelley's] innocent and imaginative life," at which time the 

second set of "conversations" (and letters) regarding "the 

projected biography" of Hogg's "incomparable friend" began. 58 

In short, Hogg is fusing the identities of Mary and her 

daughter-in-law, both of whom are part of the "we" who held 

the conversations, and of two Shelley "families" -- that of 

1822-44 (headed by Sir Timothy) and that of 1851-8 (nominally 

headed by Sir Percy). The deliberately vague language ("we," 

"his family," "was made"), obscures the time element as well 

as the identities of the persons involved. 

The remainder of the passage, though less obscure, is 

also misleading. According to Hogg, "it was agreed" (he does 

not say by whom) that he should begin "the projected 

biography" by relating his memories of the Oxford days "in 

some periodical," and that Mary introduced him to Bulwer "with 

She seems to have been overlooked as a source of information 
by all would-be biographers of the period. The two family 
members who would have been most useful, Shelley's mother and 
his eldest sister Elizabeth, died before they could be 
consulted. 

57 Lady Shelley received a great deal of help in this 
project from Shelley's sister Hellen, a matter I will discuss 
in the next chapter. 

58 See my Introduction for details. 
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this view." In other words, Mary and Hogg (without the 

permission or cooperation of Shelley's family) decided to 

begin the "full and authentic account" of Shelley's life with 

one or more articles written by Hogg. The implication is that 

Mary was so eager for Hogg's valuable contribution to her 

(nonexistent) "projected biography" that she sought and found 

a publisher for him. The facts are rather different. Mary did 

introduce Hogg to Bulwer, but only after Bulwer had come to 

her looking for materials on Shelley (MHSt 2:169 n. 3). She 

asked Hogg to write on Oxford not as a first step toward "a 

full and authentic account" of Shelley's life but because he 

was (for all practical purposes) Shelley's earliest friend; he 

alone could provide anecdotes which would satisfy Bulwer 

without bringing her name into public view (~ 2:169 n.2). 

From Hogg's perspective, however, these articlGs really 

were the first important contribution to Shelley biography, 

and he felt the need to establish their importance in his 

Preface even if doing so required some distortion of the 

facts. He reinforces this view by stating (correctly) that 

these articles, which he misnames the Shelley Papers, 59 "were 

59 It is odd that Hogg would confuse his own articles with 
those of the copy-cat Medwin, who quickly followed Hogg's 
example by submitting articles on Shelley's early life to the 
Athenaeum. Medwin's biographical articles, collectively called 
A Memoir of Shelley, were immediately followed by a second set 
of articles on Shelley's works, collectively called ~ 
Shelley Papers; Hogg's articles, which (accuracy aside) were 
strictly biographical, were called Percy Bysshe Shelley at 
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pillaged freely by amateur biographers, sometimes without 

acknowledgment, and always without permission" (8),60 and by 

indicating (after several pages of digression) that he has 

generously yielded to the demands of "hero-worshippers" to 

reprint these articles "precisely as they appeared in. 

1832," despite his own desire to return them to their original 

unedited state (11-12). Hogg, it appears, has the privilege of 

altering documents, but his own writings must remain 

untouched. 

Hogg's resentment of editorial tampering -- an affliction 

from which the 1858 Life did not suffer -- leads him into yet 

another digressive tirade. This open attack on Bulwer, whom he 

has just complimented as an "estimable and accomplished 

editor" from whom he has "met with much politeness and real 

kindness" (5), has long been regarded as evidence that Hogg 

did not know what was good for him in terms of controlling his 

OXford. Perhaps by appropriating Medwin's title Hogg is trying 
to obscure the fact that another biographer knew Shelley even 
before he did, but if so, his judgment is at fault -- even at 
this early period Medwin was notorious for his inaccuracies. 

60 Parts 1, 2, and 4 were immediately seized upon and 
reprinted in Xhe Polar Star, and part 5 was reprinted within 
two months in The Mirror of Literature, Amusement, and 
Instruction. Part 7 (on Shelley's expulsion) actually 
appeared, a year after its original publication, in an 
American periodical, The New York Mirror (Dunbar 20-27). Much 
later (1847), Medwin incorporated Hogg's anecdotes into his 
Life, much to Hogg's resentment. 
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organization and improving his style. 61 However, it does not 

seem to have occurred to Shelley scholars to examine the 

grounds of Hogg' s discontent with "the requirements and 

restraints of bibliopolar discipline" (5). He is not 

complaining about alterations in his style (though in the 

letter which follows the tirade62 Bulwer acknowledges having 

made "a few verbal changes") but about being denied "a large 

license of commendation and admiration" (6); Hogg has not, in 

other words, been allowed the freedom to praise Shelley as he 

desired. This statement in itself is suspicious, given his 

attacks on Mary's hagiography and on Shelley worship in 

general. The sentences which introduce Bulwer's letter are 

equally suspicious: 

61 Henry S. Salt, for example, gives partial credit for 
the "excellence" of the Oxford articles to Bulwer's omission 
of "passages which he judged superfluous or indiscreet" and 
regrets that "the later chapters of the Life of Shelley did 
not pass under similar editorial censorship" (384). Sylva 
Norman also applauds the restraints placed on Hogg by Bulwer's 
"strenuous prunings": "It is certain that the edited [Oxford 
articles are] worth more to posterity . • • than the • • • 
surrounding chapters" of the 1858 Lifg (95). This attitude is 
perhaps unfortunate. Had the 1832 articles suffered from the 
same faults as the later portions of the Life, critics and 
biographers might have been less willing to take them 
seriously. But Bulwer's editing has toned down the irony to 
such a degree that even readers generally hostile to Hogg 
(Salt and Norman among them) tend to regard the Oxford 
chapters as serious and authentic biography. 

62 Though this tirade resembles the earlier attack on Sir 
Timothy in its use of hyperbole and irony, its importance lies 
not in these tactics but in Hogg's self-righteous defense of 
his own version of the articles. For this reason I am not 
quoting the passage in full. 
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with what success I contended [for entire freedom 
of the press without censorship] the following 
letter will show. It relates to a matter of public 
concernmen't, and therefore I do not hesitate to 
make it known to the public, whom it concerns. It 
is one of many letters on the same subject; but one 
will suffice.~ (6) 

Hogg's somewhat egotistical presentation of this letter to 

himself as "a matter of public concernment" resembles his 

presentation of the letter from Peacock as "so interesting, 

and so much to the present purpose, that it ought not to be 

withheld, or even postponed to the period to which it relates" 

(11). Since Peacock's letter, too "important" to wait, is 

provably altered, Bulwer's letter, which Hogg so dutifully 

presents to the public "whom it concerns," may well be altered 

also. Introductions of this sort, as will be seen, often 

precede altered passages in the Life. 64 Although on one level 

the passage in question is merely an excuse for publishing a 

letter to himself from a famous editor whose censorship has 

injured Hogg's overly sensitive ego, it is also a self-

63 This last statement is probably true; no doubt Hogg 
frequently and vociferously protested against the infringement 
of his liberty to write rambling and ironical articles and no 
doubt Bulwer did feel at times that his responsibilities in 
dealing with this obstreperous writer were as "serious and 
oppressive" as those of Atlas, as Hogg ironically describes 
them (6). 

64 In at least three cases -- the paragraphs preceding 
Hogg's invented dedication to Shelley's "Essay on Friendship" 
(29), the "Werter" letter (540-541), and a less well-known 
"fragment of a novel" (225) -- these imaginative introductions 
are total fabrications. See Chapters IV and VI. 
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vindication by a man who "[did] not scruple to make public" 

Shelley's iL]j:ered letters "[in] the interests of truth" and 

"justice to [Shelley's character" (5). The letter itself 

contains passages resembling his known alterations in style or 

sentiment, and the logic is suspiciously flawed, another 

telltale sign. 

The letter as Hogg prints it is as follows, with 

suspicious passages set off in italics: 65 

Jan. 12, 1832 
My dear Sir: 

I am very sorry you are displeased with the 
omissions in your article. Let us come to a right 
understanding on this head at once. It is not 
pleasant to me ever to alter an author's MS. for 
two reasons: First because it is a trouble I could 
with greater profit to myself devote to my own 
composi tions. Secondly, because it is an off ice 
that can never gratify the author. But if an 
editor lays before him one great -- paramount -
consistent object in a periodical, alteration and 
omission become of frequent necessity. You must 
remember that an oneness of opinion in all the 
papers is then requisite. NOW, what I omitted in 
your paper, and what I altered, were chiefly 
passages in which I could not agree with you (about 
Oxford, and persons in Oxford, for instance); a few 
verbal changes occurred also but they were 
chiefly in epithets and phrases, in which I thought 
a little exaggeration, natural to description and 
to friendship, had crept in. But on these matters 

65 I am unable, after an extensive search, to locate the 
original of this letter, which appears to be the first in the 
series, given its date and the mention of a single "article." 
It would not, of course, be among the materials submitted to 
the Bodleian by Lady Shelley and her heirs, nor is it among 
the Bulwer letters in princeton's extensive collection. If it 
still exists, it is probably in the possession of Hogg's 
descendants. (Lady Scott includes among her sources "the Hogg 
family papers.") 
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you must allow me to say that, if an editor be 
worth a straw, he must be absolute and 
unquestioned; and however deep the regret I should 
feel in losing any contribution of yours, I must do 
so, rather than resign a privilege, that I believe 
to be also a duty. I dwell the more on this, 
because I have not yet done more than glance over a 
few lines in your second paper and there I see that 
your na~ural affection for Shelley carried you a 
little beyond that es~imate of wha~ he has left ~o 
the world, which as yet we are au~horized to 
express. It is probable that this strain may be 
continued through the whole, and therefore require 
modification. Let us, then, be candid with each 
other. I, on my part, will not alter, or rather 
omit, which is my chief sin, without necessity -
and will you, on your part, kindly suffer me to use 
my own discretion, when that necessity is apparent? 

Truly yours, 
E.L. Bulwer 

If it should seem to me, that alteration tQ 
any extent66 is necessary, I shall return you the 
MS. to alter yourself. All I claim is, the power of 
omission, or abridgement; to such extent as I judge 
discreet; and that of alteration only in slight 
matters; to omit, in short, as much as I like, and 
alter as little as I can. When you republish the 
articles, to which, I dare say, there will be no 
objection, you can amend them, etc. In regard to 
the proposed article on his Poetry, I fear that we 
should not agree. You apparen~ly admire him as a 
Poet far more ~han ~ ~hink cri~icism warran~s us in 
doing. He is grea~ in par~s; but, ~he cenci 
excepted, does no~, in my opinion, effec~ a grea~ 
whole. But the additional anecdotes on his life and 
opinions will be, I trust and believe, acceptable. 

To T.J.H., Temple (6-7) 

It is, of course, highly unlikely that Hogg manufactured this 

letter as a whole. Bulwer undoubtedly did make alterations and 

omissions in the manuscript to which the proud and sensitive 

66 The underlined passages are italicized in the text and 
should not be confused with the passages I have italicized for 
easy reference. 
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Hogg objected strenuously, apparently enclosing a letter 

protesting these changes along with the second instalment of 

his Oxford series. The letter quoted here is Hogg's version of 

Bulwer's response to his letter of protest (now lost). 

Hogg would have us believe that Bulwer altered and 

omitted passages which praised Shelley too enthusiastically 

(6), but it was probably the hyperbolical expression (and the 

inevitable ironic undermining) rather than the "commendation" 

in itself to which he objected. His omissions, if we can trust 

the statement to this effect in the letter, seem to have less 

to do with praise or criticism of Shelley than with Hoggls 

unacceptable views regarding "Oxford, and persons in Oxford" 

(6) presumably persons of importance such as the 

Chancellor, Lord Grenville, rather than undergraduates like 

Hogg and Shelley. 67 

Bulwer's alterations, though mostly stylistic, are more 

important than his omissions with regard to Shelley. The 

Oxford chapters have relatively few of the mock-heroic 

"epithets and phrases" so abundant in the later Life. 

Recognizing that more than "a little exaggeration. • . had 

crept in," Bulwer seems to have eliminated the thematic 

repetition, if any, and stripped the "epithets and phrases" of 

67 Quite probably the first article as originally 
submitted contained an impassioned attack on Oxford like that 
in Hogg's Preface (9-10) which Bulwer considered incompatible 
with his official views as editor of the magazine. 
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their hyperbole. If, for example, Hogg referred to the 

eighteen-year-old Shelley as the "Divine Poet" in the 

manuscript of these articles, Bulwer must have altered this 

expression to a more appropriate and tamer epithet, such as 

"that extraordinary boy" (!!It 50, NMM 34:96) or "the vivacious 

stranger" (HL 45, NMM 34:92) .68 Again, Bulwer's concern is 

not with a too favorable depiction of Shelley but with 

conformity to "the rules of art and the canons of editorial 

revision," as Hogg himself sardonically concedes (7). 

But Hogg wishes to depict Bulwer's editorial revisions as 

needless and unjustifiable. Before presenting the letter he 

speaks of "restraints" (5) and "censorship" against which he 

"struggled" in vain for "full liberty of speech" (6), a heroic 

martyr submitting at last, still defiantly, to editorial 

tyranny. But the omissions and alterations in Hogg's articles, 

though disturbing to him, were merely the result of standard 

editorial procedure, not an unjust punishment inflicted 

uniquely on him. In order to make the "censorship" a matter of 

"public concernment," it was necessary to make his readers, 

particularly the "hero-worshippers," believe that it deprived 

them of the extravagant praise for their hero which would have 

68 Bulwer does allow a few lightly ironic epithets in 
later chapters, e.g. "the son of fancy" (HL 135), "the master 
of persuasion" (135), and "the heaven-born and fiercely 
inspired sons of poesy" (applied to poets in general, 142), 
but none of these constitutes a motif as does "Divine Poet" in 
the 1858 portions of the Life. 
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fallen from Hogg's pen had he not been denied the "larger 

license for commendation and admiration" for which he so 

courageously "struggled" (6). The letter as written by Bulwer 

quite probably did not fit this picture. But Hogg wrote his 

Preface in April 1858, by which time he had already altered 

Shelley's letters, Mary's "biographical fragments," and 

various other documents. Why not a letter to himself from 

Bulwer as well? 

While the alteration of this letter cannot be regarded as 

proven despite this conformity to Hogg's usual pattern, 

certain phrases stand out from the letter as a whole as 

awkward, illogical, or inconsistent with what is known of 

Bulwer's view of Shelley at this time, all typical 

characteristics of Hoggian interpolations. Probably Bulwer did 

admit to making "a few verbal changes in [those] 

epithets and phrases, in[to] which a little exaggeration •• 

• had crept," but it is most unlikely that he regarded such 

exaggeration as the "natural" result of "friendship," much 

less of "description. ,,69 As an experienced editor, Bulwer 

would have recognized it as a deliberate stylistic effect, one 

of the primary strategies which Hogg uses to transform Shelley 

into a comic character. It need hardly be said that Hogg's 

69 "Natural to •.• description" does not even make sense. 
If Hogg has not altered this passage, he has at least misread 
it. 
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description of Shelley's voice in the first article as so 

"excruciating" that it "excoriated the ears" (NMM 34:93, HL 

47) does not result from uncontrollable feelings of affection 

and admiration. 

Nor is it probable that Bulwer, having read the first 

article and skimmed the second one, would depict Hogg as being 

"carried [by affection] a little beyond that estimate of 

[Shelley's works], which as yet we are authorized to express." 

For one thing, Bulwer has just characterized himself as having 

the "absolute and unquestioned" power to edit articles in 

order to insure a consistency of opinion (his own) throughout 

the various numbers of the magazine; a man in this position 

need not fear expressing an "unauthorized" opinion. For 

another, it is improbable that either article contained any 

reference to Shelley's works, even to his juvenilia, and 

certainly not to the adult Shelley's contribution to the 

world, a topic Hogg views as alien to the "innocent" Oxford 

period. He admits in the fourth article that the biographer 

who attempts to "compos[e] a history of [Shelley's] whole 

life" will "be compelled" to "examine [his] morality" in order 

to "criticise [his] poetry correctly" (the greatness of poetry 

being, so he says, the direct consequence of a great "moral 
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purpose" NMM 35: 67, .!::!L 81).70 But in truth Hogg has no desire 

to examine these issues, which relate to the adult Shelley, in 

his 1832 articles: "Such inquiries •.• do not fall within the 

compass of this brief narrative of his career at the 

University" (HMM 35:67, .!!!i 81). Far from being an encomium on 

Shelley's poetry of any period, as Hogg's version of Bulwer's 

letter implies, the initial article consists entirely of 

Hogg's first impressions of a "slender, beardless stranger" 

(.!::!L 51, NM.M 34: 96) who is not even named until the last 

page.71 Bulwer's editing, however heavy, cannot be 

responsible for the absence of references to Shelley's poetry 

in this depiction of a remarkable but anonymous boy. The topic 

is foreign to the article. 

As for the excessive adulation in the second installment 

which might perhaps "require modification" if "continued 

through the whole," it apparently consists of the intimation 

70 This connection between poetry and morality was the 
standard Victorian view. As Karsten Engelberg put it, " ••• 
most late Romantic and early Victorian critics refused to 
accept as a great poet a man whose actions provoked their 
strong moral condemnation" (23). Presumably Hogg is mouthing 
this commonplace, which does not necessarily reflect his own 
opinion, in order to escape the necessity of discussing 
Shelley's moral standards, his poetry, or his conduct after 
the Oxford period, much of which was "immoral" by the 
standards of the time. Even in the 1858 ~ he avoids these 
topics, dismissing both conduct and poetry as the consequence 
of an ardent temperament and an overly active imagination. 

71 In the Lifg the first four articles are combined in a 
single chapter. 
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that Shelley's "true genius" and "greatness of soul ll were 

chiefly indicated by his "infantine simplicity" (NMM 34:144, 

tiL 63) -- hardly the sort of remark to preface a favorable 

evaluation of Shelley's radical and intellectual poetry. The 

juvenilia which Hogg mentions later in the Oxford section are 

treated wi th humorous disdain; the mature works are not 

mentioned at all. 72 In short, unless the Oxford articles were 

much more heavily edited than is apparent from a comparison of 

the published version with the remainder of Hogg' s ~, 

Bulwer's omissions and alterations were not intended to 

correct an overly favorable view of Shelley or an 

overestimation of his importance on the part of Hogg. 

By the same token, it is highly unlikely that Hogg, who 

had no high regard for Shelley's poetry at any time, would 

have IIproposed [an] article on Shelley's Poetry," nor would 

Bulwer have rejected a favorable analysis of Shelley's works 

had such an offer been made. The fact that Bulwer published 

(and indeed requested) articles on Shelley clearly indicates 

that he admired the poet at this time. Even stronger evidence 

72 The only two works discussed at any length in the 1858 
portions of the !J...fg, Oueen Mab and IIA Refutation of Deism,1I 
are dismissed as inferior, the one as Platonism carried to 
extremes by an uncontrolled imagination (464-5) and the other 
as an unimportant and unoriginal argument unworthy of critical 
attention (539). It may be of some comfort to Shelley's 
admirers that Hogg was equally blind to the merits of the 
IICockney school" (Hunt and Keats), whose chief attribute was 
"vulgari ty ,II and of the Lake poets (Wordsworth and coleridge) , 
about whom "there was something low-livedll (463). 
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is available, however. Bulwer's real view of Shelley can be 

found in his book, England and the English, published in 1833, 

just one year after Hogg's articles began appearing in the New 

Monthly Magazine. Here Shelley is classed with Wordsworth as 

a representative of the intellect, "unworldly" like the older 

poet but "more impetuous" (99). Shelley, Bulwer dares to 

assert, has "a more daring and dramatic genius [than 

Wordsworth], with greater mastery of language, and the true 

Lucretian soul" (101). Clearly these are not the words of a 

man who thinks that "criticism [does not] warrant. us" to 

admire Shelley's poetry. Almost certainly Hogg has altered 

this portion of the letter by importing into it Bulwer' s 

later, less favorable views. 73 Had Hogg really admired 

Shelley's poetry far more than Bulwer did (in 1832), he would 

have submitted his proposed article to another journal and 

rebutted Bulwer's remarks in the next paragraph of the Life. 

But the article was never written and "Bulwer's" unfavorable 

73 In the introduction to his 1844 edition of Schiller's 
Poems and Ballads, Bulwer implies that Shelley's "glittering 
[images] and fantastic lines. • • only distract the reader 
from the comprehension of the general idea [of his poems]" 
(qtd. in Jones MWSL 2:284), a criticism consistent with the 
assertion in the postscript that Shelley's poetry is "great in 
parts" but not as a whole. But as the quotations from England 
and the English demonstrate, these were not his views at the 
time of this letter. It appears that Hogg is putting his own 
views in Bulwer's mouth under cover of Bulwer's altered 
estimate of Shelley. 
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remarks are allowed to stand as authoritative, without 

contradiction. 

In the absence of the original letter, the extent and 

sUbstance of Hogg's alterations can only be conjectured, but 

that the letter was altered -- to the detriment of Shelley --

can be regarded as certain. The alterations reinforce Hogg's 

temporary pose as a Shelley worshipper and at the same time 

present "evidence" (the supposed testimony of a famous editor 

and critic) to support Hogg's depiction of Shelley as an 

eccentric dilettante rather than a powerful (and dangerous) 

major poet. The letter itself, however, serves primarily to 

draw attention to the success and popularity of Hogg's Oxford 

articles. 74 

The next paragraph serves much the same purpose. Hogg 

begins by boasting that the articles, despite Bulwer's 

74 Near the end of the Preface he returns once more to 
this topic, asserting his earlier intention of "restor [ing 
these articles] as nearly as possible to their original 
condition, as they were written by myself, and as they stood 
before they underwent editorial censorship," and stating that 
he has "yielded" with reluctance to the "hero-worshippers" in 
reprinting them exactly as they were published by Bulwer (10). 
The obvious egotism of the old man obscures the attitude 
toward Shelley implicit in his desire to reproduce the 
original articles, which presumably would have depicted a more 
seriously flawed Shelley, or rather, a shelley whose flaws 
were more apparent, especially in contrast to the virtues of 
the sensible young Hogg. Even in the "censored" version 
published in New Monthly Magazine and the Life, the real hero 
is Hogg, mentor to the helpless and hapless Shelley, but 
Bulwer's editing has apparently obscured this fact for most 
readers. (See my Oxford chapter.) 
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tampering, "were satisfactory to the Poet's friends and 

admirers" (7) -- a true statement to which we should not 

attach too much weight since the friends in question (Mary, 

Claire Clairmont, and Peacock) did not know Shelley at Oxford. 

He follows with a peevish diatribe against editorial "swine" 

who cannot distinguish the "pearls" he casts before them from 

"glass beads" (7) -- a strange and ill-chosen allusion coming 

from a man named Hogg75 -- and yet another anonymous attack, 

this one on a group of self-styled reformers who "once 

requested [him] to write something or other" on behalf of 

their cause with the "powerful inducement" that they would 

"revise ••• and correct" his work (7). Hunt identifies the 

chief target of this attack as Hogg's former friend and 

benefactor, Lord Brougham ("Letter" 20). The work in question 

may be the lecture notes Hogg wrote for Brougham's failed 

university or the report he produced as a member of the Royal 

commission on Municipal Corporations, a committee headed by 

Brougham, both of which works he did actually write despite 

his assertion that he declined this "tempting" proposal (8). 

This paragraph, though unimportant in itself, nicely 

75 As Hunt remarks in his letter to the Shelleys attacking 
the Life (July 2, 1858), "pearls before swine" is "an awkward 
metaphor for Hogg" (20). Al though Hogg was probably attempting 
to be witty or clever, the remark comes across as ill-humored 
and egotistical. His point, of course, is that his own 
contributions to Shelley biography are "true" and "valuable" 
in contrast to those of Medwin and other rivals. 

- .. ---_._---------
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illustrates Hagg's strategy of dissociating himself from his 

earlier political views. 

The next paragraph, which begins with more self

congratulatory remarks regarding the Oxford articles and ends 

with the ambiguous remarks on Shelley portraiture quoted near 

the beginning of this chapter, illustrates Hogg's tendency to 

group ideas together on the principle of association rather 

than through logical connections. The "pillaging" of the 

Oxford articles by "amateur biographers" leads to the pirating 

of Shelley's books, the forging of his correspondence, and the 

"appropriating" of documents, drawings, and relics belonging 

to Shelley's friends by "some bold buccanier [sic]" -- a 

possible reference to Trelawny, whom Hogg elsewhere labels a 

"brigand." The mention of drawings suggests the topic of 

Shelley portraiture, which in turn leads to Hogg's ironic 

declaration of tolerance for hero-worshipping "daubers" (see 

p. 4, above), the first indication (if we detect the irony) 

that he is not really of the angels' party. 

But the hodgepodge organization of this paragraph, which 

foreshadows the organizational "plan" of the book as a whole, 

is of small consequence. What matters are the misstatements 

which Hogg makes at this point. His unkept promise to discuss 

the forgeries "hereafter" can be excused on the ground of 

missed opportunity; the matter would probably have been 

discussed in the Preface to the never-published third volume, 
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or so we may chari tably assume. More important is his 

assertion that 

from the 28th of July, 1814, until a few days 
before his death, Shelley kept regularly a journal 
of his daily life, recording, day by day, all that 
he did, read, and wrote; mentioning the letters 
received and sent by himself, the places which he 
visited, and the persons whom he saw. (8) 

As Jones points out in his Preface, the journal is not 

Shelley's but Mary's (x). Moreover, as Jones does not 

indicate, the remainder of this statement is also demonstrably 

false. The journal was not "kept regularly" nor was it as 

detailed as Hogg implies. 76 In fact, as I will show in a 

later chapter, the misconceptions about the journal, which 

Jones attributes to its "general inaccessibility" (vii-viii), 

are to some degree traceable to Hogg's inaccurate description. 

Probably Hogg is not lying at this point; at any rate I can 

think of no plausible motive for inventing a journal of this 

sort. More likely he is simply mistaken. Since the first few 

pages of the manuscript journal are in Shelley's hand, he may 

have assumed that the entire journal was Shelley's;77 

however, he could not have read the journal in its entirety or 

even piecemeal without quickly discovering that it was neither 

76 Jones does mention these "misconceptions," but not in 
connection with Hogg (vii-viii). 

77 Even if he had only a transcript, the style and content 
would have identified the first few entries as having been 
written by Shelley rather than Mary. 
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Shelley's nor a complete record of his "daily life." That he 

did at least flip through the journal (or transcript) is clear 

from his remark a few sentences later that "many pages are 

little more than dates, lists of books, and names of places 

and persons" (8) a correction which amounts almost to a 

contradiction of the earlier sentence. Moreover, he must have 

gleaned the materials for the manufactured "biographical 

fragment" (the second paragraph of his Preface) from the 

journal. Under these circumstances it seems odd that he would 

persist in referring to the journal as Shelley's. I can only 

account for the error by supposing that this portion of the 

Preface was written before the "fragment" was created. 78 At 

any rate, Hogg should not have described the journal without 

first verifying his description. Again, as in the case of the 

"biographical fragments," he is handling his materials 

"irresponsibly." 

Two additional misstatements in this paragraph should be 

noted. Hogg's promise to present "whatever is interesting" in 

the journal "without reserve, nothing of value being held 

back" (9) is a nice piece of rhetorical sophistry, granting 

him in advance the privilege of omitting material under the 

78 Portions of the Preface, including this passage, appear 
to be pieced together from documents not used in the ~ 
proper, among them the drafts of his own letters to Lady 
Shelley. 
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pretense that it is dull or worthless. 79 Though not exactly 

a lie, the statement is misleading. 80 On a similar but more 

ironic note, Hogg points out that "these MSS. [the journals]. 

• • are useful in being a check upon misrepresentations and 

inventions, and a test of the veracity and correctness of 

volunteer and amateur biographies; they are sovereign indeed 

in detecting fabrications and forgeries" (8). This statement, 

though true, decepti vely places Hogg among what might be 

called the "authorized" and "professional" biographers for 

whom no such test of "veracity and correctness" is needed. 

Knowing perfectly well that these measures cannot be applied 

to his own fabrications, since the journal begins at the exact 

point in Shelley's life at which his second volume ends ,81. 

79 Cf. his handling of the reminiscences of Captain James 
Kennedy (HL 572-4), to be discussed in a later chapter. 

80 Later in the Preface he makes a similar claim regarding 
the letters and papers found in "a large box" after the first 
two volumes of the Life (minus the Preface) had gone to press: 
"They [the papers] will be carefully perused, and whatever is 
of interest and importance will be presented hereafter in due 
course and chronological order" (11). Whatever these papers 
were, Hogg had no opportunity to "peruse" them or to determine 
what was or was not worth using, in his view. It is safe to 
say, however, that they would have shared the fate of the 
documents to which he did have access, used when and where and 
in whatever form Hogg pleased, with little concern for 
chronological order or accuracy. 

81. Since Hogg claimed the editorial privilege of omitting 
material from the journals, in effect shaping them to his own 
ends, it is probable that the journals would not have served 
to detect his fabrications even in the later volumes -- unless 
Lady Shelley published a more correct and complete version 
with which Hogg's version could be compared. 
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Hogg maintains his hypocritical pose: he alone is truthful; he 

alone is authoritative. From here he passes into his 

condescending dismissal of Shelley portraiture, revealing at 

last (through irony and indirection) that he is not a hero

worshipper. We are to expect no undue praise of Shelley's 

merits, no nspurious imitation" of his life and character, but 

Shelley as seen and interpreted by an "erudite" and 

n judicious" biographer, one who, as we remember from a 

statement made five pages earlier, "knew Shelley better than 

anyone." 

After an attack on Oxford, not for its expulsion of a 

great poet but for its "criminal abuse" of the right of 

patronage (9), he begins at last to speak of Shelley. This 

famous paragraph reveals the attitude he has chosen to take 

toward Shelley and introduces the technique of ironic 

undermining for which the preceding pages -- frontispiece, 

epigraph, dedication, altered documents, irony and all -- have 

paved the way. Hogg begins with a compliment to Shelley, an 

assertion which the unsuspecting reader takes at face value, 

builds on it almost to the point of hyperbole with additional 

generalizations unsupported by concrete examples, and then 

topples his own edifice with yet another generalization, this 

one anticlimactic. As Winifred Scott points out (256), a 

little too smugly perhaps, Lady Shelley must have been 

mortified as she read: 
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Shelley was great as a poet -- divine, indeed; 
great as a philosopher, as a moralist, as a 
scholar, as a complete and finished gentleman, 
great in every respect as a man; but he was most 
conspicuously great in that particular excellence, 
which, in all ages and in all nations, has been 
invariably the characteristic distinction of the 
greatest of mankind -- he was preeminently a lady's 
man. (!Ut 10) 

This technique, reminiscent of the undermining through anti

climax in many stanzas of Byron's pon Juan, knocks the image 

of the Divine Poet off its pedestal and leaves it, along with 

the auxiliary images of philosopher, moralist, scholar and 

gentleman, scattered indecorously on the floor beneath the 

pedestal now occupied by the image of the lady's man. 82 This 

tactic does not destroy the other images, but it does diminish 

them. The reader, wondering why Hogg has pushed aside the 

great man and great poet images, must assume that Hogg, who 

"knew Shelley better than anyone," doubted the poet's 

82 Lady Scott remarks: "After that wicked piling up of 
'greatness' to its conclusion we ought to be, and Wrennie no 
doubt was, prepared for something this side idolatry. Shelley 
was to be his Shelley -- not the poet in exile, but the human, 
social, lovable phenomenon that was Hogg's friend" (257). This 
comment shows both an acute awareness of Hogg's comic ironic 
technique and an almost wilful blindness to its effects. She 
has accepted Hogg's portrait in part because she is unaware of 
the extent of his alterations but primarily because it 
presents Shelley as she wishes to see him -- charming but also 
absurd, fickle, and impetuous, inept as a land-locked 
albatross in dealing with mundane affairs. (The image, which 
Lady Scott treats as public property, is Dowden's.) Though she 
acknowledges that Hogg does not see Shelley "as a poet at all" 
(256), she does not seem to realize (or care) that Hogg's 
failure to take Shelley seriously diminishes him both as man 
and as poet, to the great detriment of his reputation. 
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greatness -- or at least that he simultaneously held several 

incompatible views: "Divine Poet," "lady's man," and "poor 

fellow. "83 It is clear in any case that the "Divine Poet" 

epithet is not to be taken seriously, despite his use of it in 

the dedication to Lady Shelley, now exposed as an imposture. 

That Hogg intended to mock Shelley's "worshippers," Lady 

Shelley chief among them, cannot be doubted, but whether the 

mockery extends to Shelley as well is a more difficult 

question. The repeated application of a similar epithet, "the 

lovely Eliza," to a sallow, pock-marked woman (HL 276) whom we 

know Hogg hated suggests that a lesser degree of anger or 

malice may lie behind the seemingly light-hearted irony of the 

epithets and undermining he applies to Shelley, perhaps an 

unconscious jealousy driving Hogg to deny his dead friend's 

greatness by presenting it as a myth concocted by the angelic 

school. Whatever his reasons, his ironic reduction of the 

"Divine Poet" to a "lady's man" does not help the reader to 

understand Shelley's "literary life," as Leon Edel calls the 

thoughts and emotions behind a poet's work (35), much less to 

understand or value the work itself. 

83 Taking his cue from Dowden, whose remark on Hogg' s 
genuine admiration for Shelley has already been cited, Salt 
states, "Blunt and crabbed as [Hogg] was,. . he 
nevertheless saw in Shelley 'the divine poet' side by side 
with 'the poor fellow' ••. (382). Even White believes that 
Hogg found (and "probably exaggerate[d]") both "eccentric" and 
"'divine'" elements in Shelley (1:587, italics mine). 
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More troubling from Lady Shelley's perspective was the 

image of Shelley as "lady's man," a phrase which to some 

readers still suggests a philanderer or even a seducer like 

Dickens' Steerforth, that most Shelleyan of Byronic 

hero/villains. Given Shelley's two elopements and sundry 

infatuations, not to mention the Hoppner scandal, this phrase 

must have struck his daughter-in-law as very dangerous. And 

indeed it is misleading, having done more damage, perhaps, 

than any other of Hogg's myths. The satanic school, from J. 

Cordy Jeaffreson in 1885 to Paul Johnson in 1988, has found 

this myth (and Hogg's "supporting evidence") to be a useful 

tool in exposing Shelley's supposed diabolism. 84 

Hogg, however, appears to have had no such intention. His 

desire, he says a few paragraphs later, is to "present a 

pleasing picture" (11), a remark which must have reminded Lady 

Shelley of that strange contention in one of Hogg's letters 

which she had unwisely chosen to ignore: "Q.ID;: Book l1ll!.§..j; be 

amusing" (Appendix, Letter 10). After one last inaccurate 

boast regarding his superior qualifications as Shelley's 

biographer ("All Shelley's journals, letters, fragments, every 

scrap of paper, indeed, relating to him •.. [has] been placed 

84 See my final chapter for further discussion of this and 
other Shelley myths created or perpetuated by Hogg in the 
~. 
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in my hands. . by his family" 11),85 Hogg asserts that a 

biographer has a duty to please the reader, at any rate Ita 

judicious and impartial reader" (11). It need hardly be said 

that this view is somewhat less than conventional. The 

biographer, one would think, has a duty to inform the reader, 

preferably in an interesting way, of the facts of the 

subject's life, and to interpret those facts judiciously and 

impartially. "The biographer of a poet," says Edel, "[ought] 

to be concerned •.. with literary criticism and with the life 

of the imagination in action" (34) -- with the growth of the 

poet's mind and the influences on his imagination rather than 

with the outward manifestations of the developing imagination 

in eccentric behavior. Whether the reader is pleased or not is 

beside the point, so long as the interpretation is reasonable 

and objective an impossible feat for a biographer 

"[en]tangled," as Hogg obviously is, in an "emotional 

85 Hogg is here resuming his pose as authorized biographer 
even though he has indicated elsewhere in the Preface that his 
"bishopric" is about to be given to a "metropolitan 
versifier"--i.e. his materials, which he here describes as "at 
once abundant and authentic" (11), are about to be given (so 
he thinks) to Leigh Hunt. Hogg had not, of course, been given 
"every scrap of paper" relating to Shelley; Lady Shelley had 
apparently withheld some materials and others were not hers to 
provide (Hunt and Peacock, for example, still retained the 
letters Shelley had sent them). The phrase "all Shelley's 
journals" is also misleading, since the journals were really 
Mary's. As for Hogg's "materials," which were admittedly 
"abundant" before they were removed from his possession, some 
may have been transcripts and therefore not quite "authentic" 
to begin with, while others were "authentic" as received but 
not as printed. 
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relationship with his subject" (Edel 68). But since Hogg, not 

content with mere objectivity, has already classed himself 

among the "judicious" and the "erudite" (9), we need have no 

doubt that the reader he seeks to please is himself. His 

abundant and (more or less) authentic materials will be used 

(with alterations) to create "a breathing, moving, speaking 

portrait" of the young Shelley (11), interspersed with 

ironical tirades and autobiographical interludes. As for 

genuine Shelley biography and "the history of [Shelley's] 

studies," Hogg still held the view which he had expressed to 

Mary in 1838: "the less said the better. It would not be 

expedient to tell the truth at present ••• " (MWSL 2: n.4). 

Truth and objectivity, it seems, have a very small part in his 

"pleasing picture. ,,86 

Hoggls idea of truth is nicely illustrated in the next 

paragraph, in which he promises to examine the contents of a 

86 Reacting to a similar statement by the "interpretative 
biographer" Hesketh Pearson that an "imagined anecdote" which 
creates a "living picture" is "truer" than a "real anecdote" 
which contains "a greater number of incontrovertible facts," 
Paul Murray Kendall states that these two elements should be 
combined: "It would seem rather obvious that the best 
character sketch is one in which incontrovertible facts are 
transmuted into a living picture. • The biographer's 
object is not to create a living picture, but to create a 
living picture from [authentic] materials. • • , to create a 
living picture which will be a true likeness" 129, italics 
mine) . 
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"large box" which has just been found8
? and to present 

"whatever is of interest and importance" to the reader (11). 

(See note 80.) He cannot be blamed for never having the 

opportunity to use these documents, but his promise to present 

the (edited) contents "in chronological order" is immediately 

belied by his presentation of another document, a letter to 

Mary which we know to be from Peacock despite Hogg's efforts 

to conceal the correspondent's identity, out of chronological 

sequence. "The following letter, " he claims, "is so 

interesting, and so much to the present purpose, that it ought 

not to be withheld, or even postponed to the period to which 

it relates" (11). Perhaps this statement is ironic, a test to 

see whether the reader is alert to inconsistency. In any case, 

"interesting" or not, the letter relates not so much to Hogg' s 

"present purpose" as to the purpose of pages three and four of 

his Preface, viz. undermining Mary and depicting Sir Timothy 

8? The letters show that a box, apparently containing 
materials relating to Godwin but applicable in part to 
Shelley, was actually sent to Hogg on February 23, 1858, when 
Hogg was already reading the proofs of his first two volumes 
(excluding the as yet unwritten Preface.) But the Shelleys 
retrieved all of their materials between early April, when the 
book came out, and early June. The box may have contained the 
two letters from Shelley's cousin Charles Grove, which Hogg 
tacked onto the end of Volume with Captain Kennedy's heavily 
edited reminiscences (received the previous May) but it is 
more likely that he did not use its contents at all. 
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as a tyrant. 88 Given the twisted reasoning of this rather 

dubious introduction, along with the precedent of the 1838 

letter from Mary, the alterations in this letter are 

surprisingly few. Hogg's version appears below, with 

corrections indicated in the text. 89 

March 9, 1826 
My Dear Madam [for My Dear Friend], 

I saw W. [Whitton] this morning. He says he 
will write to me when he knows what to do. He has 
given me no promise. He says Sir T. [Timothy] is 
much annoyed by the name being brought before the 
public in the paragraphs respecting your novel. I 
have little doubt, however, that you will get the 
money; but I think you will be punished by a short 
delay. I told W. [Whitton] that your name was not 
in the ti tle-page, and that its being brought 
forward at all was the fault of the publisher, and 
very contrary to your wishes. I told him he must 

88 Hogg may have suffered from an inherent inability to 
arrange his ideas in a logical (or even chronological) 
sequence. The Preface, like the Life as a whole, is organized 
on the principle of association; one idea or example suggests 
another. The letters, anecdotes and commentary are inserted 
whenever Hogg thinks they serve "the present purpose." In some 
cases, this erratic organization results merely from 
idiosyncracy or egotism (e.g. the desire to insert an episode 
from his own life as a parallel or contrast to Shelley's), but 
on at least two occasions the removal of a letter from its 
chronological sequence is deliberate, as will be shown. 

89 The corrections are based on the letter as it appears 
in The Works of Thomas Love Peacock 8:238-9. This text in turn 
is taken from Shelley and Mary 4:1076-7 (P Works 8:515). I am 
at present unable to locate the original, which would indicate 
whether Hogg did indeed alter "Sir Timothy" and "Whitton" to 
"Sir T." and "W." or whether Lady Shelley spelled out names 
which were abbreviated in the original letter. That Hogg is 
responsible for the more significant alterations is beyond 
doubt. Moreover, since we know that he worked from the 
original letters of Thomas Hookham, he was probably working 
from the original document, not a transcript, in this case 
also. 
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remember that you were solitary and dependent; and 
that employing your time according to your tastes 
and talents, with a view to better your condition, 
was what no one could reasonably condemn. This he 
acknowledged; but said the name was the matter: it 
annoyed Sir T[imothy]. 

To Mrs. Shelley 

Yours ever faithfully, 
L.T. [for T.L. Peacock] 

Whatever Hogg's motivation in shortening "Sir Timothy" to "Sir 

T." after having made almost the opposite change in the 1838 

letter, this particular alteration has no significant 

consequences; the reader is certainly capable at this point of 

supplying an identity for the person involved. The change of 

"Whi tton" to "W.," however, presents more of a challenge. Only 

a reader thoroughly familiar with Shelley's history would know 

that in 1826 Sir Timothy still retained the lawyer who in 1811 

had been partially responsible for widening the breach between 

Sir Timothy and his son. Perhaps Hogg, whom Whitton would 

remember as young Bysshe's partner in crime in 1810-11, still 

resented the puritanical lawyer, and resented Peacock for 

acting as Mary's agent in relations with him, a post for which 

Hogg no doubt felt himself more qualified than Peacock but 

which, under the circumstances, could not be given to him. 

Such resentment would explain the other changes in the letter, 

"Madam" in place of "Friend" to make the writer of the letter 

appear to be a mere business contact acting on Mary's behalf 

by some temporary arrangement, and "L.T." for "T. L. Peacock" 
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to obscure Peacock's identity as completely as possible. 90 

Neither Peacock nor Whitton is mentioned in the commentary 

following the letter, 91 in which Hogg reverts for a moment to 

his former stance against the "tyrannies" of Sir Timothy. 

This second attack is much shorter than the one which 

follows Mary's 1838 letter and somewhat toned down: 

Not only did Sir Timothy interdict, as has been 
shown, by his threat of "stopping the supplies, ,,92 

the office upon which his cruelly bereaved 
daughter-in-law had set her heart, of composing a 
full and faithful biography of her "late espoused 
saint, ,,93 but he endeavored to prevent, by actually 
stopping them [i.e. the supplies], all authorship; 
and al together to preclude the exercise of her 
unequalled talents. This attempt, which many will 
condemn as strangely barbarous and utterly 
barbarian, was happily unsuccessful. [H]er 
wonderful invention, The Last Man, had been 
advertised by the publisher in her name. • • • and 
thereupon her scanty stipend was immediately 
withdrawn. (12) 

90 "T. L. P. ," to be sure, would have been as good as the 
full name, but Hogg might have used "P.T." (reversing the 
first and last initials as he did with Thomas Hookham) if he 
wished merely to "protect" Peacock's identity. (His use of 
"H.T." for Hookham will be discussed in a later chapter.) 

91 Whitton is named elsewhere as the inept and barbarous 
"minister" of Sir Timothy (lI!.! 277-8). Peacock appears briefly 
in a letter from "Cornelia N[ ewton]" as a "cold scholar" (535) 
and in a letter from Shelley as a "new acquaintance" (537), 
but is left nameless on both occasions, in the second instance 
because Hogg has deleted his name from the letter. 

~ Hogg is here quoting his own altered version of the 
letter, providing an ironic sort of verisimilitude. 

93 The Miltonic allusion appears in Dowden's 1906 edition 
as "late esposed saint "--an unintentional added indignity. 
(The error is corrected in Wolfe's 1933 edition.) 
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As before, Hogg is exaggerating the conflict between Mary and 

Sir Timothy, though it is unclear why he chooses to resurrect 

the "interdict" motif at this point. Perhaps he feels that, 

having dismissed Mary as a rival biographer, he can afford to 

indulge in a little sympathy for her as a poor helpless widow, 

by taking upon himself, with a little poetic exaggeration, 

Peacock's stance in the letter. In any case, despite Hogg's 

implication to the contrary, Mary was not permanently denied 

the right to "all authorship": between 1823 and 1838 she 

published five novels: Valperga (1823), The Last Man (1826), 

The Fortunes of Perkin Warbeck (1830), Lodore (1835), and 

Falkner (1837). Moreover, with the aid of Sir Timothy's new 

lawyer, John Gregson, Mary actually convinced Sir Timothy to 

allow her to publish Shelley's poetical works (~ 2: 559 

n.2).94 As indicated earlier, by this time (1838), her 

circumstances were markedly different than they had been 

during the early years of her widowhood, roughly 1822-1826, a 

fact obscured not only by Hogg's less than helpful commentary 

but by his separation of the 1826 and 1838 letters. 

Indeed it is strange, given the common sense with which 

critics and biographers (taking him at his own estimation) 

generally credit Hogg, that he did not use this 1826 letter 

94 The sensible Gregson argued that forbidding Mary to 
publish did not stop pirated editions: it only deprived her of 
the profit from her dead husband's works (~ 2:559 n.2). 
(Whitton, Gregson's priggish predecessor, had died in 1832.) 
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from Peacock to Mary rather than the 1838 letter to himself 

from Mary in his original discussion of Sir Timothy's 

"stopping the supplies," since it provides concrete evidence 

of funds being withheld. Or he might have used the two 

together, providing along the way a brief history of the 

relations between Mary and Sir Tim in the years between 

Shelley's death in 1822 and the publication of the Poetical 

Works in 1838. But the difference in the dates of the two 

letters would have prevented Hogg from adding the passages of 

hysterical hand-wringing to the 1838 letter, it being obvious 

that Mary must have matured and her son grown to adulthood in 

the twelve-year interval between the letters. Moreover, 

juxtaposing the two letters would have prevented him from 

altering the 1838 letter to present himself as the "prop" on 

whom the frail and frantic Mary leaned as she faced starvation 

(unless he had presented the earlier letter as being written 

by himself, a trick to which he could not resort without 

risking exposure by Lady Shelley or Peacock, the living author 

of the letter). 9/5 

For the average reader, already a bi t tired of the 

helpless Mary and her wicked father-in-law, all this amounts 

95 A similar predicament and similar solution appear in 
the Lifg proper with regard to a letter from Shelley to Hunt, 
which Hogg cannot use in its proper place without belying his 
position that Shelley was essentially indifferent to politics. 
For these reasons, Hogg is again "forced" to alter the letter 
and conceal the identity of the recipient. See Chapter VI. 
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only to a little additional frustration at Hogg's inability to 

follow a logical plan of organization and his unwillingness to 

identify IIW." and "L. T." -- a frustration shared by early 

biographers for whom Hogg was an important but b~wildering 

source. 96 But for the scholar this paragraph presents 

additional problems. Amid the tirade against Sir Timothy's 

unwillingness to "support, in decent competence, the widow of 

his eldest son and the mother of the heir to his name, title, 

and estates, ,,97 Hogg makes the misleading claim that .. , the 

supplies' ,,98 were "not freely given" to Mary by Sir Timothy 

after she had met his "hard conditions," but were "money lent 

to her on the strength of her expectations, and the security 

of her bond, to be repaid, • if I mistake not, with 

interest" (12). In other words, Mary's suspended allowance --

which Hogg, through a little metonymical sleight of hand, has 

96 After "looking into Hogg" to resolve his confusion 
regarding "Cornelia" and "Mrs. T." (whom he mistalcenly regards 
as different persons), Rossetti remarks, "Hogg's book is 
certainly the despair of people who [would] rather be told a 
story by direct narrative than by nudges and winks" (Letters 
about Shelley 44). Rossetti's confusion here is directly 
traceable to this tactic of obscuring identities through the 
use of initials and incomplete names, even though, in this 
particular instance, the initials were not reversed. 

97 Hogg is mistaken here; Mary's son was not Shelley's 
heir at the time this letter was written (March 1826). As 
indicated earlier, the death of little Charles Bysshe six 
months later brought a change for the better in her fortunes 
and those of her son, Percy Florence. 

98 He is here quoting his own addition to the 1838 letter 
as if it were authoritative evidence to support his assertion. 
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made equivalent to the imaginary "supplies" of the altered 

1838 letter -- was resumed after Mary had met Sir Timothy's 

"hard conditions" (interpreted by Hogg to mean refraining from 

"all authorship") on the further "hard condition" that she 

must pay it back. However, as I have already indicated, Sir 

Timothy's strictures did not prevent Mary from "exercis[ing] 

her unequalled talents" as an author; she wrote and published 

a fair number of works including the five novels, during the 

22 years between Shelley's early death and his father's 

belated one. Moreover, the "hard condition" of repaying the 

money to Sir Timothy's estate was imposed in 1831, after Sir 

Timothy and whitton had grown weary of these negotiations, and 

had nothing whatever to do with The Last Man, which appeared 

in 1826. Hogg is confusing both the time frame and the 

circumstances. 

The situation is further confused by the evidence Hogg 

uses to support this position. After a muddled introductory 

sentence,99 he quotes a fragment of a letter from himself to 

99 The introduction to the excerpt is badly bungled: "For 
farther proof of a constant and abiding hostility [on sir 
Timothy's part] to all intellectual efforts, I have been 
referred to in a passage from a letter from myself to Mrs. 
Shelley, of August 22nd, 1824" (12, italics mine). Probably 
Hogg means, "I refer to a passage in a letter from myself," 
but he may also mean that someone has drawn his attention to 
this passage in relation to Sir Timothy's Philistinism. In any 
case the sentence as worded is unintelligible and may indicate 
a state of mental confusion or even senility in the tired and 
bitter old lawyer which would explain and perhaps excuse at 
least some of the inconsistencies and falsehoods in the ~. 



175 

Mary dated August 22, 1824 -- presumably returned to him by 

Lady Shelley when she supplied him with her documents: 

It gave me great pleasure to hear that Sir Timothy 
has proposed to purchase Field Place of you; I hope 
that matters will proceed wi thout pecuniary 
interruption, until you find yourself quite at your 
ease as to your pecuniary affairs. The condition 
for which he stipulated, that The Posthumous Works 
should be suppressed, is highly characteristic, and 
forcibly reminds me of old times, when the old 
Philistine used to make demands equally rational 
and enlightened. (12) 

Logically and chronologically this excerpt should have been 

placed before the 1826 and 1838 letters, but Hogg places it 

here to show his moral and intellectual superiority to the 

"old Philistine," Sir Timothy, and as support for his 

assertion that Mary's stipend was a loan which "was duly 

repaid" (12). The point is substantially correct, 100 but the 

"evidence" used to support it relates to an earlier period; 

Hogg is fusing similar events which occurred two years apart 

into a single incident. More important, the proposal credited 

(That the mangled wording is not a printer's error is 
indicated by the statement in the RMQ, quoted earlier, that 
the 1858 text of the ~ is printed verbatim from the 
manuscript.) The error appears in all editions of the Lifg. 

100 As Bennett states, "All funds provided by Sir Timothy 
were to be deducted from the estate Mary would inherit upon 
Sir Timothy's death," ~ 1:382 n. 12, a stipulation which 
did not prevent her from being "comfortably off" when all was 
settled, Spark 139. 
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to sir Timothy in this "excerpt" is implausible .101 Not only 

did Sir Timothy live in Field Place, as Betty Bennett points 

out (1:448 n. 3), but he, not Mary, owned it. The idea that 

Sir Timothy would purchase Field Place, which he owned, of a 

woman who had no share in its ownership is absurd. Perhaps the 

reverse was true, and Sir Timothy had offered to sell the damp 

and aging manor house to his daughter-in-law to be paid for 

with her "expectations" from Shelley's will. Or perhaps, as 

Bennett suggests, Hogg is referring to a proposal, not put 

into effect, that Mary give up future rights to Field Place 

(1: 448 n. 3). But in 1824 Mary had no "expectations" of owning 

Field Place, or even of having it pass to her son; at that 

time the heir to all the Shelley estates was Harriet's son, 

Charles, who did not die until 1826. Moreover, since Shelley's 

will could not be "proved" until Sir Timothy's death, at which 

time the dead poet's bequests could at last be awarded, and 

since Mary expected the winter of 1824 to be the last that she 

101 Hogg did write to Mary on this date but the letter 
appears only in the inaccessible and not always reliable 
Shelley and Mary (Bennett 1:446-8), which of course I have not 
seen. I am arguing, however, that the excerpt from this letter 
must have been altered. (Or perhaps Hogg merely misunderstood 
or misrepresented the situation in the original letter.) In 
her response to Hogg's letter (Aug. 30, 1824), Mary thanks 
Hogg for his "congratulations on the good turn fortune seems 
about to do me" (1:446) -- hardly a remark that she would make 
were Sir Timothy extorting her to sell (or buy) Field Place. 
The letter is quite cheerful and makes no mention of Sir 
Timothy. In any case it is entirely unrelated to the 1826 
letter from Peacock with which Hogg links it by association. 
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would spend in England (~1:450), this possibility, too, is 

unlikely. Al though Mary tells Hogg in her next letter (October 

3, 1824) that Whitton is at Field Place, "where he promises to 

[arrange] all satisfactorily" (~ 1:449-50), an indication 

that financial negotiations of some sort were occurring at 

this time, it is more probable that these related to the 

Posthumous Poems than to the sale of Field Place, which 

certainly did not occur and probably was not contemplated. 102 

In short, this excerpt, for which I cannot locate the 

original, is probably altered and certainly "misused" (to 

borrow Lady Shelley's term). 

The excerpt does serve one useful purpose, however. The 

mention of "old times" (Le. his own and Shelley's youth) 

reminds Hogg that he is supposed to be writing about Shelley. 

Accordingly, he shifts his focus (along with his 

condescension) to "the poor fellow,,103 who had been his 

friend at Oxford, simultaneously introducing one of his 

favorite themes in the ~ proper, Shelley's supposed 

ignorance of politics. He states correctly that the Shelleys 

were Whigs allied with "Norfolk House," but denounces the 

102 Bennett mentions a letter from whitton to Peacock 
(Sept. 23, 1824) relating to the proceeds from Posthumous 
Poems, which exceeded Whitton's expectations (1:451 n. 4). 

103 This epithet, which contrasts rather markedly with 
"the Divine Poet," will be discussed in relation to the Oxford 
chapter. 
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"Buff and Blue faction" as "senseless, helpless, • • . hollow. 

. grievance mongers" (13) -- a depiction which not only 

insults his former friends, notably Hunt and Brougham, but 

denies his own longtime affiliation with the Whig party. Hogg 

indicates that Shelley was treated kindly by the few Tories he 

lmet and that these people would have been as willing as the 

IDuke of Norfolk to "throw their aegis over him" had not 

Shelley "unhappily. [been] afraid of them" (13). Which 

~rories Hogg is referring to is unclear; neither Southey nor 

Godwin could be so described, though both had grown somewhat 

c::onservative by this time (ca. 1810-12), and neither tried to 

recrui t Shelley to the Tory faction. Nor did the young 

Shelley, certain of his mission as a philanthropist and 

reformer, fear any of his would-be mentors. Hogg's 

misstatement, in short, cannot be justified. Its purpose is to 

conceal Shelley's political radicalism by presenting him as 

the victim of unscrupulous men who coerced the "innocent" 

youth into supporting their egregious political creed. As Hogg 

puts it, he "gave himself up . . • to people who have since 

l)een called Radicals," a "vulgar" set who not only "dreaded 

cmd detested [Shelley's] conspicuously aristocratical and 

gentlemanlike dispositions" but, being "needy and dissipated, 

. preyed upon him unmercifully" ( 13 ). This generalized 

attack, unsupported by concrete evidence of any kind, seems to 

be directed primarily at Godwin and Hunt, both of whom 
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received large sums of money from Shelley, albeit at a later 

time. 104 To Hunt this veiled attack must have seemed yet 

another cruel blow. But it is the attack on Shelley which 

matters. Gentleman or no, he appears in this paragraph as a 

feeble-minded weakling unable to think or act for himself 

(13), a foreshadowing of the idea that he was a beautiful 

parasitical plant in need of a "prop" (HL 302) -- namely Hogg. 

But Hogg, alas, is unable to rescue Shelley from the malign 

influence of these predators, as he is unable in the end to 

save him from his fate. 

To sustain this picture, Hogg pretends that he was 

already a Tory in the Oxford days ("We Tories were not without 

our shortcomings toward him, " he confesses with apparent 

magnanimity, 13). But in fact Hogg was not a Tory at any point 

in Shelley's lifetime, nor did he try to protect Shelley from 

the radical influences to which he was equally susceptible 

during the Oxford period.10~ The pose as a lifelong Tory is 

104 Godwin certainly "preyed on Shelley's substance" 
between 1815 and 1822, but he had long ceased to be a Radical 
and was neither lazy nor dissipated. Poor well-meaning Hunt, 
though still a Radical in Shelley's lifetime, had mellowed by 
the 1840's to a Whig who adored Queen Victoria. He did not 
detest Shelley's "gentleman-like dispositions" but loved him 
above all other men. Hoggls unfairness here is probably the 
result of pride; he is almost alone among Shelley's friends in 
having lent him money rather than borrowing it from him. 

10~ A colorful attack on modern conservatives as having 
the same relation to the old-fashioned Tories as oxen to bulls 
intensifies the false impression that Hogg had himself been a 
Tory in those far-off days. Hoggls political views, including 
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part of an overall strategy to conceal his own past through 

the redefinition of his former self. Throughout the Lifg Hogg 

appears as shelley's stalwart and sensible friend; the 

identity of the outwardly conservative old barrister, 

idealized and enlivened, is imposed on the mercurial boy of 

eighteen. 

But if Hogg is to excuse his association with the free-

thinking Shelley, then not only must Shelley, too, be 

redefined, becoming in Hogg's account a helpless and overly 

imaginative will-o'-the-wisp, but his unorthodox opinions must 

also be explained away. Hogg begins by attributing Shelley's 

"extreme freedom of opinion" -- or rather, he corrects 

himself, of "declaration and discussion" -- to Shelley's early 

association with the aging philosopher and physician, Dr. 

James Lind. The "correction" implies that Shelley did not 

really hold the views he so vehemently expressed (an argument 

which Hogg repeats in the ~ proper), while the mention of 

Dr. Lind provides a convenient scapegoat who can be blamed for 

Shelley's heretical tendencies and practices. As he had done 

before castigating Bulwer, Hogg precedes his attack on the old 

physician with a few complimentary words. Shelley, he says, 

"long retained a warm regard and a profound reverence" for Dr. 

his gradual shift toward conservatism, are discussed, along 
with his reasons for mocking Shelley's political ventures in 
Ireland and Wales, in my Introduction. 
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Lind, an assertion which he supports by quoting Mary's 

identification of Dr. Lind as the model for the "[kindly] old 

man who liberates Laon from his tower-prison" in Shelley's 

Revolt of Islam (13).106 But he follows this evidence of 

Shelley's "love and veneration" for the old man with a 

disclaimer: "Shelley was desirous to make me acquainted with 

the medical philosopher; 'he will soon remove all your 

prejudices!' He has not done this, for I never saw Dr. James 

Lind of Windsor" (13). The last statement is obviously 

important as a check against our unquestioning acceptance of 

Hogg's assertions regarding Dr. Lind in the Eton and Oxford 

chapters .107 But Hogg's purpose is not so much to attack an 

old man he never knew as to dissociate his own early political 

and religious views from Shelley's: The poor young poet, 

"inoculated" with the "disease" of unorthodox reasoning and 

then "left to his fate" (14), was so brainwashed that he 

106 The note, which of course can easily be checked 
against the original, is quoted correctly. However, Hogg takes 
pains to point out that limy friend [i.e. Shelley] had already 
told me" that the old man represented Dr. Lind (13). Clearly 
the reader must not be allowed to assume that Hogg discovered 
this important piece of information by reading Mary's note. 

107 Hogg also indicates that he never saw any letters to 
Shelley from Dr. Lind and is unaware of any correspondence 
between the two after Shelley left Eton. He is probably 
correct in assuming that no correspondence occurred, but this 
statement is more important as evidence that Hogg knew nothing 
whatever of Dr. Lind's real character and opinions. The 
reaction of Dr. Lind's family to this unfavorable and 
inaccurate characterization will be discussed in the next 
chapter. 
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dismissed his sensible friend's conservative opinions as 

"prejudices" (13). This depiction is, of course, inaccurate; 

the young Hogg was neither sensible nor conservative, and even 

the altered letters in the ~ cannot wholly conceal his love 

of disputation. But this passage sets the tone for the Lifg as 

a whole. The "Divine Poet" is also a "poor fellow" who cannot 

be saved even by the best efforts of sensible friends from the 

doom which awaits the imaginative and impractical idealist in 

a wicked world. 

with this introduction to the two main characters in his 

fictitious Lifg, it would seem that Hogg has reached a logical 

stopping point, but he has one more enigma with which to 

mystify the reader, his far from clear philosophy of 

biography. After an allusion to the Eleusinian mysteries, 

appropriate enough under the circumstances, and an attack on 

reviewers (whose motives in chiding biographers are, he 

insinuates, also mysterious), he asserts hyperbolically that 

"the acts, words, and thoughts" of "illustrious heroes" -

among whom, presumably, we are to include Shelley -- "belong 

not to their families and private friends. . . but to their 

worshippers, to the public, and to posterity" (14). Given 

Hogg's contempt for hero-worshippers and his absurd example (a 

"sagacious reviewer" reprimanding a "too communicative 

biographer" for "rashly reveal[ing] that Cottle once lent his 
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tea-kettle and toasting fork to coleridge"), 108 this passage 

must be taken as ironic. Hogg does not really believe that the 

public has the right to know the whole truth about the subject 

of a biography, particularly if that subject is Shelley. 

Although this playful passage provides Hogg with a license to 

depict such trivial incidents as Shelley licking the sap from 

a tree (HL 468-9), it is primarily a half-ironic concession 

leading up to his alleged reason for nQt revealing the whole 

truth about Shelley. 

This reason (or excuse) is the perceived need to protect 

Shelley's surviving friends and family from ostracism. Hogg 

has, he claims, "endeavored, as far as it was practicable, to 

spare the feelings of others, and to avoid compromising them 

by naming them in any delicate conjuncture, without absolute 

and unavoidable necessity" (14). Lady Scott takes this 

statement as true and valid: 

In 1857 there were two or three living souls whose 
feelings Hogg could not disregard. Ianthe, 
Shelley's oldest child, was not acquainted with 
Hogg, but he was aware of her sensitiveness to her 
mother's reputation. Shelley's [remaining] sisters 
were ••• charming old spinsters whose feelings he 
would desire to spare. 109 They would have 

108 I have not seen the review referred to, but Cottle's 
biography, at least, is not fictitious. 

109 See note 56. Hogg did not meet Hellen or Margaret 
until December 27, 1857, at which time the first two volumes 
were almost ready to go to the printer (Grylls MS 290-1). 
Hellen may have given him some letters to herself from her 
Grove cousins at this time, which would explain their hasty 
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resented any trifling with [the memory of their 
elder sister, Elizabeth] over the absurd incident 
of Hogg's adolescent love for her. Mary was dead •• 
• and her character too had to be handled tenderly. 
There were moments too when Peacock would like to 
be left out of the picture, particularly during the 
days of his debts and entanglements. • And 
there was Hogg himself and his Jane to be 
considered. A man is apt to feel a. • • desire to 
shield [his youth] from imputations that might be 
based on accidental follies. • • • Hogg would wish 
to erase such trivial errors from his memory. 
(262) 

This ingenious defense of the indefensible is to be expected 

from an author who defends the altered letters on much the 

same grounds. But the argument does not stand up to 

examination. The "absurd" affair with Elizabeth is distorted 

in the .Lifg but not omitted~ the depiction of Mary is "handled 

tenderly" only as a means of ridicule~ and Peacock's "debts 

and entanglements" do not explain the omission of his 

signature from the 1826 letter to Mary, much less the 

alterations in that letter. The depiction of his "wife" Jane 

in the later volumes would indeed have presented a problem, 

but that problem bears no relation to the distortions of the 

volumes in which she does not appear. As for the depiction of 

Hogg himself, it is certainly true that he wished to conceal 

his youthful "follies" and "errors," whether or not they were 

insertion at the end of Volume 2, as far as possible from 
their correct chronological placement. Evidently neither he 
nor Lady Shelley was aware of the existence of a third (and 
older) sister, Mary Trevor. (Neither, apparently, was Lady 
Scott~ Mary was "old" and perhaps "charming," but she was not 
a "spinster.") 
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"trivial, ,,110 but he could do so only at the expense of 

biographical truth. 

Hogg's own claim is much less comprehensive than Lady 

Scott's (he is merely trying to "spare the feelings of others" 

by not "naming them in any delicate conjunctures"), but it can 

be answered in much the same way. To be sure, Shelley's life 

was full of "delicate" circumstances which might well 

"compromise" persons mentioned in connection with them, but 

most of these circumstances occurred after 1814, the year in 

which Hogg's second volume ends, and none involved the poet's 

surviving relatives, whom Hogg in any case does not hesitate 

to name in his book. Rather than protecting these persons, 

this apparent act of consideration actually enables Hogg to 

avoid naming himself in certain "compromising" situations, 

most notably his attempt to seduce Harriet. It also provides 

him with an excuse for concealing the identity of the 

Shelleys' correspondents (as if Peacock would be "compromised" 

by being named as Mary's agent in dealing with Sir Timothy) 

and for anonymously attacking his own friends for such 

"compromising" actions as receiving money from Shelley (as if 

the objects of his attack were protected from pain by their 

110 Lady Scott denies the existence of a seduction 
attempt. In her view, Hogg was merely declaring his love for 
Harriet iJH 55 ff.). But Hogg, of course, conceals even this 
"folly" from the reader. 
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anonymi ty) .111 Moreover, Hogg has not scrupled to insult some 

of the persons whom he does name, among them Sir Timothy, 

Mary, and Eliza Westbrook, or to undermine even Shelley and 

Harriet by innuendo. In short, Hogg does not really follow the 

victorian philosophy of biography which protects rather than 

reveals; he is merely using this philosophy as a cloak for 

concealment of another kind. His own philosophy of biography 

remains obscure despite this "explanation." We are left with 

what we have already surmised; the book is not intended to 

tell the truth about Shelley: it is merely intended to provide 

a "pleasing picture" "pleasing" from its author's 

perspective, at least. 

Gi ven the opacity of this statement of intention, it 

should come as no surprise that Hogg' s acknowledgment of 

indebtedness to others for their help is also opaque. 

Admittedly, the last sentence of the biographical philosophy 

paragraph looks ~ a standard acknowledgment of this sort. 

It reads: 

Many obliging persons have kindly offered me 
information and assistance, and I trust that they 

111 Hogg is also authorizing himself to mystify the reader 
by disguising the identity of minor figures in the book, for 
example Elizabeth Hitchener, who is consistently referred to 
as "the bearded preceptress" or "the Brown Demon," the latter 
a term for which Shelley, unfortunately, is responsible. In 
the case of the Newton family, whom Hogg depicts as practicing 
"nakedism" in pre-Victorian England, it was no doubt discreet 
to refer to them as the "N's," but the incident might well 
have been omitted altogether. 
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will do me the justice to believe, that want of 
leisure alone prevented a due acknowledgment of 
their favour, and well-merited thanks. (14) 

Though seemingly a statement of gratitude combined with a 

straightforward apology for not naming the persons who helped 

him, this sentence is in fact an excuse for not thanking these 

"obliging" people. Just whom he has no leisure to thank or 

even acknowledge in this paragraph is not clear. His only 

known helpers are Lady Jane Shelley and her aunt by marriage, 

Hellen Shelley, 112 who solici ted letters from the poet' s 

surviving relatives and former classmates. Lady Shelley 

provided Hogg with such other "strangely misused" materials as 

Mary's journal and "biographical fragments." To refrain from 

mentioning their names here can only be a calculated insult. 

But two persons do not constitute "many": apparently others 

besides the Shelleys offered him advice and "information" 

which he does not wish to acknowledge. Such ingratitude can 

only be explained by egotism. The book is Hogg's magnum opus 

and he apparently feels that the credit for its production 

should go entirely to him. Perhaps he wants us to assume that 

his "abundant" and "authentic" materials were all gathered 

through his own efforts and that to thank all the persons who 

submitted their materials at his request, or even to name 

112 Hellen I s role, which I have slowly discovered through 
my own detective work, has been obscured by Hoggls treatment 
of her letters in his first two chapters, a situation I will 
discuss in my next chapter. 
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them, would add at least another half-page to his Preface. In 

fact, however, the number of contributors is quite small, 

amounting by my reckoning to six (Hellen, two of her Grove 

cousins (Charles and John), Thomas Hookham, Walter Halliday, 

and captain James Kennedy). To ignore these persons, in 

particular Shelley's sister, on the grounds that they 

submitted their contributions to Lady Shelley rather than to 

him (or for any other reason) is an act of arrogance seldom 

equalled in the annals of biography. 

Hogg's concluding paragraph turns at last to the topic 

which should have been his focus throughout the fifteen pages 

of the Preface: Percy Bysshe Shelley. The first two sentences 

of this paragraph are quite promising, as if Hogg is at last 

getting down to business: "A great deal of nonsense has been 

written and spoken about the irreligious opinions ascribed to 

my poor friend. In metaphysical discussions, he was uniformly 

and eminently bold and uncompromising" (14). Except for the 

phrase "my poor friend," which implies some degree of 

condescension, these sentences, especially the second, appear 

at first glance complimentary, and they suggest that Hogg is 

about to clear away the "nonsense." But to the serious student 

of Shelley, these sentences should have an ominous ring. 

Shelley's views were "irreligious" by the standard of the 

times, which is to say that they attacked institutionalized 

Christianity and the conventional morality concomitant with 
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it. To deny this opposition is to strip Shelley's poetry, much 

of which is grounded in this opposition, of its force. But 

Hogg does not overtly deny Shelley's "irreligious opinions." 

Instead he skirts the issue: 

I will not venture to engage in theological 
disquisitions, for which I have neither inclination 
nor ability, but I will simply dispose of the 
matter by asking one very plain question. Did 
anyone ever know a poet -- and Shelley was a very 
great Poet -- who was an irreligious man? Let us 
consider the immortality of the soul and a future 
state as subjects of feeling, not of reasoning; of 
feeling imprinted and rooted in us for the wisest 
purposes, and far more conclusive than any 
reasoning; and we may readily get rid of any 
controversy by asking, in like manner, Does anyone 
who knew Shelley believe that he has ceased to 
exist -- that he is really dead -- that we shall 
never see him more? If it shall appear in the 
course of my narrative, that the young poet's heart 
ever went astray, I will neither condemn, nor 
justify, its wanderings; I will only observe, with 
Mister John Boccaccio, late of Florence: "Love can 
do much more, dear Reader, than either you or I can 
do!" 
April, 1858 (15) 

Hogg's assertion that he has neither the inclination nor the 

ability to engage in theological discussions is, of course, 

false; it is not even consistent with the view of himself 

which appears in the Life. He is merely excusing himself from 

explaining, much less defending, Shelley' s II irreligious II 

views. Nor does his rhetorical question "dispose of the 

matter," as he claims. Even if no irreligious poet could be 

found to counter the implied argument, Shelley could well be 

the first. What is needed is not a rhetorical question about 
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poets in general but an assertion about Shelley supported by 

evidence. 113 As for the assertion about Shelley's greatness, 

made in passing and left unsupported, it is merely intended to 

strengthen his "argument," not to express his real view. If 

all poets are religious, then the greater the poet, the 

stronger his religion -- or so Hogg illogically implies. His 

assertion that immortality and a future state are subjects of 

feeling, not reason, is rather daring for an old Tory wishing 

to be regarded as an orthodox christian with no taste for 

"theological disquisition." In fact it has a rather Shelleyan 

ring. (The reader can supply the agency which "imprints" this 

religious feeling for himself. Presumably most Victorians 

would have supplied the idea of God, but Hogg could as easily 

mean "society," the church, or the family.) His second 

rhetorical question, like the first, fails to prove the 

(implied) point that Shelley was not "irreligious." If 

anything, it reflects Hogg's own views on immortality and a 

113 Hogg would have done better to cite a passage or two 
of Shelley's poetry which indicates that, Christian or not, he 
was subject to religious impulses and interested in moral 
questions. Between Shelley's death and the publication of 
Hogg's Lifg in 1858 at least twelve articles on this subject 
had been published (Engelberg 59 n. 51). One such defense had 
actually appeared in 1821, the year before Shelley's death, as 
the second chapter of an anonymous work entitled An Answer to 
Queen Mab (attributed by N. I. White to William Johnson FOX, 
Hearth 63-95). Hogg had undoubtedly seen one or more of these 
articles and could easily have referred the reader to such a 
work or quoted from it if he did not wish to discuss the issue 
himself. 
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"future state," or at least the views he wishes the reader to 

believe that he holds. Indeed this suggestion that the friends 

of Shelley will meet him again in heaven114 returns us to the 

seraphic Shelley of the opening paragraphs, his wings singed 

a bit by his "love" for the "ladies" and his halo now slightly 

askew. But Hogg has no real interest in the seraph, Lady 

Shelley's angelic "great poet." The last few lines of his 

Preface emphasize not poetry but "love," not greatness but 

youth. (Despite the "if" in the last sentence, it is clear 

that his narrative mil show the young poet's heart going 

astray -- with the "objective" Hogg looking smugly down on him 

from the heights of his superior wisdom). The seraph is at 

once reduced to a cherub or a mischievous Cupid. The stage is 

set for Hogg's "innocent and imaginative" Shelley, precursor 

of Gilfillan's "immortal child, ,,115 Arnold's "ineffectual 

angel," and even Santayana's "butterfly." 

This Preface, surely the most baffling of biographical 

documents, includes within its fifteen pages a variety of 

misstatements and rhetorical trickery designed to confuse or 

114 Note that Hogg does not use this term. Here and 
elsewhere he plants suggestions in the reader's mind through 
indirection, insinuation and implication, allowing the reader 
to supply the missing elements, often with unfortunate 
results. 

115 Admittedly Gilfillan's Gallery of Literary Portraits 
(1845) appeared before the 1858 Lifg, but the influence of 
Hogg's 1832 Oxford articles on the author's view of Shelley is 
clearly marked, as I will show in a later chapter. 
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mislead the reader. Ranging from outright lies (e.g. that all 

extant papers relating to Shelley have been placed in Hogg's 

hands) and al tered documents ( one of which conceals the 

identi ty of the writer) to innuendos which suggest a falsehood 

wi thout stating it directly ( e. g • that truth and justice 

demand the publication of Shelley's letters) ,116 these 

stratagems foreshadow similar tactics in the !J...f.e. proper. 

Along with frequent hyperbolic digressions and ironic 

commentary which confuse Hogg's perspective making it 

difficult to determine what he really believes, the falsehoods 

and alterations create a distorted view of Mary, Sir Timothy, 

and, most important, Shelley himself. The limits of this paper 

make it impossible to analyze the rest of the Lifg in this 

much detail, but the need for such an analysis should now be 

clear. My discussion in the next two chapters of the Eton and 

Oxford periods will focus on anecdotes, alterations, and 

inventions. The bathos, irony, and autobiographical 

digressions I invite the reader to analyze for himself. 

116 This statement, of course, is true, but the 
implication that the letters are printed as Shelley wrote them 
is utterly false. 
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IV. Shelley in Wonderland 

When Hogg sat down to begin his Life of Shelley some time 

before April 20,1857, he was faced with more than a blank 

piece of paper. Between the stark but important fact of 

Shelley's birth on August 4, 1792, and the equally stark but 

important fact of his entrance into Oxford Uni versi ty in 

October 1810 lay a gap in the records -- a great rift of 

eighteen years into which Hogg could toss only one or two 

"plain facts," to use his own term (17). Though he considered 

himself, as I have shown in the previous chapter, to be the 

leading authority on Shelley, his vaunted qualifications were 

of little use to him in writing his first two chapters. He had 

no personal knowledge of Shelley's boyhood and had received no 

letters from him before the Oxford period. Nor were the 

"authentic and abundant" materials supplied by Lady Shelley of 

much help for the early years of her father-in-Iaw's life; 

most of the documents she had so assiduously collected related 

to 1814 (the year of Shelley's elopement with Mary) and 

subsequent years. Of the papers which Hogg brought home after 

his visit to Boscombe Manor in March 1857,1 only a few pages 

1 These papers, obtained by searching through boxes and 
files at Boscombe, probably consisted primarily of Mary's 
journal (begun in 1814), supplemented by the biographical 
fragments. It is extremely unlikely that the Shelleys would 
entrust Hogg or anyone else with the valuable (and nearly 
illegible) manuscripts of Shelley's poems or prose. The 
correspondence shows that even as late as July 1857 Hogg still 
did not have "the Letters" (presumably those exchanged between 



194 

of Mary's aborted biography had any bearing on these years. 

Although Lady Shelley had anticipated the need for additional 

materials, encouraging Hellen Shelley to record her memories 

of her brother before his estrangement from the family, Hogg 

also anticipated the gap and chose to fill it with material 

"out of [his] own head" (see Appendix, Letter 8). Whether he 

viewed Hellen's contributions as inadequate and chose to 

supplement them with commentary and invention or, 

alternatively, drafted a first chapter before receiving these 

materials is unclear, but the near absence of commentary on 

Hellen's letters (in marked contrast to Hogg's treatment of 

Mary's fragments) seems to indicate the latter; they appear to 

have been thrown in somewhat hastily after the bulk of the 

chapter (or chapters) had been written. The resulting chapters 

are a strange mixture of memoir and myth in which the boy 

Shelley IIpractise[s] electricity upon [his sisters]" (21) and 

Shelley and Mary), which Lady Shelley had decided to retain, 
nor did he have William Godwin's journals and letters in his 
possession until February 22, 1858, at which point the Lifg 
was already being printed (Appendix, Letter 20). He may have 
had Shelley's letters to Thomas Hookham, which had been 
recently donated (or lent) to Lady Shelley, but these 
materials belonged to a later period than Shelley's boyhood. 
The correspondence between Lady Shelley and her "aunt" Hellen, 
which was relevant to this period, had been completed by this 
time, but these letters, like those to Hookham, would not have 
been among the documents retrieved from the Boscombe files and 
carried home by Hogg in a box. Probably they were among the 
new IIcontributions" to which Hogg refers off-handedly in his 
second letter to Lady Shelley, dated April 20, 1858. (See 
Appendix.) 
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his imaginary "Carlovingian" ancestor, Sir Guyon de Shelley, 

blows on a conch shell to soften the hearts of fair ladies 

(18). Taken together, the first and second chapters provide a 

study in Hoggian methodology: "irresponsible" use of documents 

on the one hand and creative filling of "gaps" on the other. 

The problem of gaps is by no means peculiar to Shelley 

biography; as Paul Murray Kendall indicates, "Th[e] paper 

trail, extending from the birth certificate to the death 

certificate, is never continuous or complete," and "gaps occur 

at all stages. [most often] during the childhood and 

adolescence of the subject" (18). Hogg himself refers on 

several occasions to "gaps and chasms" in his manuscript. But 

gaps in Shelley biography were particularly prevalent, 

compounded but not caused by Hogg's personal ignorance of a 

given period. The silence imposed by Sir Timothy on all 

members of his family made writing an authentic biography of 

Shelley impossible not only for Mary, whose allowance could be 

cut off if she defied the ban, but for anyone who had not 

known the poet in his boyhood, including Hogg, Hunt, Peacock, 

and Mary. In the Shelleys' view, the beliefs and conduct of 

their eldest son could not be condoned and must not be 

publicized. Nor was Shelley's life a matter for casual 

conversation between his family and his later friends, whom 

the Shelleys tended to shun. Hogg and Mary were particularly 
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ostracized as having contributed to Shelley's fall,2 but not 

even Hunt or Peacock could simply visit Field Place to 

exchange anecdotes or correct the family's impression of the 

ostensible profligate. 

Although Sir Timothy's death in 1844 officially ended the 

ban on biography, the survivors did not rush out to publish 

their hitherto suppressed memoirs; instead Shelley's family 

and most of his early friends continued their conspiracy of 

silence. Only his second cousin, Thomas Medwin, who had been 

making small miscellaneous contributions to Shelley biography 

(or legend) since 1824, took advantage of the occasion to 

write a notoriously inaccurate Life of Shelley. Even the 

members of Shelley's later circle, though they wished to keep 

Shelley's memory alive, were unwilling to tell the "whole 

truth" about his beliefs and actions as a man and unable to 

reveal his life and character as a boy. Their contributions to 

Shelley biography before and after Sir Timothy's death were 

limited in scope and suppressed more than they told. As Medwin 

noted in his Preface, written in 1846, even Mary's valuable 

1838 Notes. 

2 Viewed by Sir Timothy and perhaps his wife as the chief 
corrupter of the adolescent Bysshe, Hogg for many years could 
have no dealings whatever with the Field Place Shelleys. 
Mary's position was even worse; she was not only (in their 
view) a seductress who had caused Shelley to abandon his 
legitimate wife and children, but a perpetual nuisance and a 
financial drain. (For the relationship between Mary and the 
Shelleys, see ~ and ~.) 



197 

relate rather to the "origin and history" of 
[Shelley's] works, than [to] the poet, and date 
only from 1814; leaving his life up to that period 
a blank, that imperatively requires to be filled 
up. (iii) 

Unfortunately, despite his own belief to the contrary, this 

"blank" remained unfilled even after the publication of 

Medwin's Life, and the problem grew worse with time. In the 

long interval between Shelley's premature death in 1822 and 

the Shelley family's reluctant recognition in 1856 or 1857 

that an official biography must be written, many important 

voices were silenced forever by death, and the memories of 

Shelley held by his remaining relatives and associates, an 

amazing number of whom were still alive in 1856-8, had faded 

with age or become warped by exposure to myth. 3 

The cumulative effect of all this silence, suppression, 

distortion, and procrastination was not only a dearth of 

published sources to which Hogg could turn (if he so desired)4 

to fill the gaps in his own knowledge of Shelley's life, but 

the total absence of early letters or other documents relating 

3 The memoirs of his Eton and Sion House schoolmates were 
particularly subject to this kind of distortion. (See my final 
chapter. ) 

4 Medwin's 1847 Lifg was accessible but unreliable, and 
Hogg's ego would have prevented him in any case from quoting 
a man he regarded as "a shallow, empty, ignorant pretender" 
(Appendix, Letter 1). As Medwin had indicated, a "few fugitive 
notices [were also] scattered about in periodicals" (iii), but 
those few which related to Shelley's boyhood were so obscure 
that Hogg probably did not know of their existence. 
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to Shelley's boyhood available for Hogg's use. Setting aside 

the lamentable tendency of Shelley's friends to lose his 

letters (and Shelley's own tendency to lose those written to 

him), some letters and documents may have been destroyed by 

the Field Place Shelleys as part of their conspiracy of 

silence. Since those which had not been destroyed were still 

for the most part in the hands of the recipients or their 

descendants, or even of collectors, Lady Shelley had none to 

lend her newly chosen biographer. Even Hellen, who had 

contributed her own reminiscences and solicited others, 

provided no original documents written during Shelley's 

lifetime. 5 

Faced with this dearth of material, Hogg had three 

choices: to use whatever "scraps" Lady Shelley could provide 

him with for the early years and concentrate his efforts on 

Shelley's later life; to conduct original research or at least 

invite the contributions of others; or to invent and 

embroider, substituting his own myths for those which had 

already grown up around Shelley in the absence of a reliable 

Liig. A serious biographer would, of course, have chosen the 

5 If any of Shelley's early letters remained in Hellen's 
possession, she did not place them in the hands of Shelley's 
Oxford confederate. (One letter to Lady Shelley contains a 
transcript of a poem written by Shelley as a boy, but Hellen 
did not entrust her fair copy [made by her sister Elizabeth as 
a girl] to Lady Shelley and her yet to be chosen biographer. 
See Note 33 for further discussion of this poem.) 
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second option, clearing away the myths as best he could and 

filling the remaining gaps with whatever reliable information 

he could obtain. To do so would have required not only a 

search for unpublished facts and documents but a series of 

interviews with every known acquaintance of Shelley's who 

still remained alive, in particular those who had known him as 

a boy. But for Hogg, an aging, overweight man troubled by gout 

and still forced to work long hours as a revising barrister, 

serious firsthand research was out of the question. He could 

not, for example, travel to Eton to search its records for 

references to Shelley or names of men who might remember their 

illustrious (or ignominious) schoolmate. Nor was time the only 

obstacle. As his correspondence shows, he had no desire to 

interview Shelley's friends and family members, in part 

because their views of Shelley might contradict his own and in 

part because he had no higher regard for them than he had for 

the "brigand" Trelawny or the "eavesdropper" Medwin. 6 His 

6 Assuming that Hellen and her sister Margaret were "calm 
& severe virgins" whose "information" was likely to be 
"prejudiced," Hogg avoided seeing them until his manuscript 
was ready for the printer. Their cousin Harriet Grove (whom he 
never met) he deemed "a heartless wretch, [who WOUld] not have 
made [Shelley] happy"; her brothers (whom he had last seen in 
1811 or 1812) were too "common-place" to "comprehend [their] 
Poet-cousin." (See Appendix, Letters 3, 7, 11, and 12.) His 
opinion of Hookham, with whom he had been acquainted since 
1813, was harsher still, and his stated intention, evidently 
thwarted by Sir Percy, was to suppress the letters from 
Shelley which "that rascal Hookham" had supplied. (See 
Appendix, Letter 14.) These views probably result from a 
combination of egotism (or jealousy) and paranoia: the greater 
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concern, in short, was not to replace myth with fact and 

sUbjective commentary with objective analysis but to replace 

the prevailing myths with his own myths. It was not "the 

common-place truth of ordinary matters of fact" which 

interested Hogg but, as he expresses it in a bracketed 

insertion in Hellen I s second letter, "the far higher truth of 

poetical verity and mythological necessity" (21).7 

Hogg's reluctance to use materials which were not his own 

led him in some cases to "edit" the documents supplied to him, 

even those which had no bearing on his own reputation, to fit 

the myth he was creating. 8 The only clear-cut instance of this 

tactic in the opening chapters is Hogg's use of Mary's 

fragments, treated here, as in Hogg's Preface, with almost 

incredible carelessness at all times and on some occasions 

with a marked animosity. Though Hogg pretends in his letters 

to Lady Shelley (as in the Preface) to sympathize with "the 

the perceived threat to Hogg's position as Shelley's greatest 
friend or to his idea of "truth," the harsher the 
characterization. 

7 Just as Hogg's "serious" statements are often false or 
ironic, his apparently facetious statements frequently express 
his real views. That this apparently comic assertion 
exemplifies the latter tendency will be shown throughout this 
chapter, particularly in the discussion of Hogg's "fairy
tale" contributions. 

8 His treatment of Hookham' s letters and of captain 
Kennedy's reminiscences, both of which I will discuss in a 
later chapter, are probably the most clear-cut cases of this 
tactic. 
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poor Madre" (Letter 2), he undermines Mary's point of view 

with every strategy at his disposal. The two chapters contain 

a total of five fragments covering about the same number of 

pages (as compared with ten letters and about ten pages for 

Hellen's letters), but about two and a half pages of 

commentary (as compared with less than half a page of 

commentary for Hellen's letters). Of the five Mary fragments, 

only three are acknowledged as coming from Mary (one of them 

after the fragment has been quoted), and only three are 

introduced (in one case without mentioning Mary). None of the 

five is placed in quotation marks or set off as a long 

quotation, and one having no introduction, no 

acknowledgment, and no quotation marks -- is treated as Hogg's 

own contribution, an act of outright plagiarism. All five 

fragments are altered in some way, with important consequences 

in at least one instance. 

One of the more responsibly treated fragments is that on 

Dr. James Lind, one of Shelley's early mentors (HL 33-34). 

Hogg ends a paragraph of violent reaction against a fragment 

on fagging (discussed below) wi th the apparently casual 

remark, "But to return to Mrs. Shelley's testimonies" (33). 

This transitional "sentence" serves not only to dismiss the 

topic of fagging but to introduce the new fragment. The next 

paragraph is apparently taken verbatim from the opening of 
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Mary's first fragment,9 which she intended to be a discussion 

of Shelley's friendships at Eton, except that Hogg has omitted 

the last sentence (Nitchie 50). So far as I can determine from 

Nitchie's comments, this paragraph originally read: 

While at Eton [Shelley] formed several sincere 
friendships; although disliked by the master, and 
hated by his superiors in age, he was adored by his 
equals. He was all passion, -- passionate in his 
resistance to injury, passionate in his resistance 
to injury, passionate in his love. Kindness could 
win his whole soul, and the idea of self never for 
a moment tarnished the purity of his sentiments (Rt 
33). Among his papers there is the commencement of 
an essay on friendship & in it [he] has thus 
commemorated this youthful attachment (Nitchie 
50) .10 

9 The fragment containing the material on Dr. Lind is now 
folio 112 in the Shelley-Rolls collection in the Bodleian 
Library, Oxford (MS. Shelley adds. c. 5). Hogg's use of this 
collection is discussed folio by folio in Elizabeth Nitchie's 
1960 article, "Shelley at Eton: Mary Shelley vs. Jefferson 
Hogg," to which I have also referred in my previous chapter. 
Unfortunately, Nitchie does not quote Mary's manuscript 
version of fragments in which Hogg's alterations are, in her 
view, insignificant. I do not at present have a copy of this 
ms., which I intend to order from the Bodleian, and 
consequently I must rely for the moment on Nitchie. 

10 The first three sentences are taken from Hogg's version 
(33) on the assumption that they correspond with what Nitchie 
calls "a statement about Shelley's friendships at Eton -
'several sincere friendships.'" According to Nitchie, "this 
general statement Hogg quotes without change," but the "next 
sentence" is removed (50). The "general statement" must 
therefore refer to the first three sentences of this segment 
as they appear in Hogg's Lifg rather than merely to the first. 
since "the next sentence" (the last sentence of the quoted 
paragraph) does not appear in Hogg's version of the Dr. Lind 
passage, I have used Mary's version as quoted by Nitchie (50). 
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Mary's plan was to follow this opening statement with 

Shelley's "Essay on Friendship," represented in the manuscript 

"only by a series of x's" (Nitchie 50), and presumably with 

commentary leading into the segment on Dr. Lind. However, the 

x's representing the essay are followed only by a crossed out 

sentence, "I do not remember the name of this friend" (50). 

The manuscript apparently continues with "the story of [Dr. 

Lind's] intervention on Shelley's behalf when his father was 

considering sending him to a madhouse" (50). Hogg's version of 

this story, which Nitchie describes as containing only minor 

editorial changes (50), begins in a new paragraph immediately 

following the sentence on "the purity of his sentiments" (the 

third sentence of Mary's manuscript opening). Hogg has 

omitted the fourth sentence ("Among his papers ."), using 

it elsewhere (in altered form) to introduce the "Essay on 

Friendship," also removed from its intended place and quoted 

(with significant alterations and additions) three pages 

earlier (29-30). 

With regard to the Lind fragment, these editorial changes 

have only minor consequences. Mary had intended it to be part 

of the "sincere friendships" segment, but no such friendship 

has yet been discussed when Hogg (quoting Mary) indicates that 

Shelley "became intimate, also, at Eton, with [Dr. Lind]" (!i!! 

33, my italics). This flaw in coherence may temporarily 

confuse the reader, but such organizational defects are too 
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common in the Lifg to merit much special attention. Another 

difficulty of the same sort is caused by Hogg's failure to set 

off the Lind fragment in quotation marks except where Mary is 

quoting Shelley's version of the fever story (from memory). 

When these quotation marks end and a new paragraph begins with 

"I relate this in my Shelley's words" (34), the reader 

momentarily attributes the sentimental possessiveness of "my 

Shelley" to Hogg, a brief but perhaps titillating delusion 

reinforced by references in the same paragraph to "destiny" 

and "the ardour of love." Hogg provides no transition into his 

own commentary from the Lind fragment, or rather from Mary's 

commentary on it (which ends with Shelley "[opening] his whole 

heart to me," 34); the change of speaker is marked only by a 

paragraph break (34), again momentarily confusing the reader 

but without serious consequences -- except, perhaps, for 

readers susceptible to the homosexuality myth. 

The commentary itself, however, is somewhat damaging to 

Shelley. After promising to tell more about Dr. Lind 

"hereafter" ( i • e. in the already published Oxford section 

which follows the Eton chapter), Hogg takes the opportunity to 

doubt Shelley's credibility as Mary's source for this story: 

Dr. Lind's intervention to prevent Timothy Shelley from 

sending his feverish son to the madhouse is, Hogg suggests, a 

delusion produced by the fever I which Shelley himself had 

apparently presented to Mary as having "attacked his brain" 
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(34).U This unusually tactful variation of the Shelley-as-

victim-of-his-imagination myth12 is followed, no doubt 

deliberately, by one of Hogg's representations of himself as 

entirely truthful and trustworthy: "Truth and justice demand 

that no event of [Shelley's] life should be kept back, but 

that all the materials for the formation of a correct judgment 

should be freely given" (34). This Iago-like assertion of 

honesty, whether Hogg believed it or not, is of course ironic 

given Hogg's definition of truth as "mythological necessity" 

(21), but it also serves a practical purpose, authorizing Hogg 

to confess a fault or two, as "mythological necessity" 

dictates, in his "incomparable friend." Overall, Hogg's 

handling of this material is shoddy by modern standards and 

violates Mary's intentions, but the chief undesirable effect 

is the illusion, created by the commentary rather than the 

fragment, that Hogg represents the voice of common-sense 

credibility, in contrast not only with Shelley, who allegedly 

confuses fact and fantasy, but with Mary, who presents these 

"fanciful" stories as true. 

U Hogg's transcription of Mary's words is apparently 
accurate in this instance (Nitchie 50). 

12 Hogg's emphasis on Shelley's overactive imagination in 
this instance and others is reinforced by Peacock, who 
presents them in his Memoirs as "semi -del usions • " White, 
however, suggests that the story may actually be true given 
the state of medical knowledge at that time and a history of 
insanity in the family (1:574). 
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Two other brief fragments (HL 38-39), both dealing with 

Shelley as budding scientist, are actually improved by Hogg's 

handling, though the commentary, again, is somewhat harmful. 

Originally scrawled by Mary in the margins or on the back of 

a fragment on ghost-hunting, the two paragraphs are intended 

to illustrate Shelley's mental precocity as illustrated by his 

scientific experiments and early opposition to tyranny 

(Nitchie 53). The first paragraph attempts to turn a hostile 

review written during Shelley's lifetime on its head by taking 

the writer's ironic assertions at face value. Mary's version 

begins: 

The Quarterly review, telling a story partly true 
and partly false of his destroying some old trees 
at Eton with a burning glass, remark[ed] that you 
might forsee [sic] the future opponant [sic] of 
superstition & tyranny in the author of this 
exploit. There is great truth in this observation & 
to those acquainted with the early circumstances of 
S--'s life, the remark bears still greater force. 

(Nitchie 52) 

Shelley's "manly powers & childish wit," continues Mary, 

enabled him to perform daring and successful exploits 

inconcei vable to his more ordinary schoolmates, while "his 

natural aversion to tyranny" led him to direct his thoughts 

toward "great objects" rather than "paying attention to his 

school duties" (52). Her second paragraph reads in toto: 

As he Enjoying more liberty at Fieldplace than he 
possibly could at Eton, that was the chief scene of 
his experiments he there possessed an electrical 
machine -- he contrived a galvanic battery and 
amused himself by those experiments which might 
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well excite delight & wonder in so ardent a mind. 
(52) 

Hogg has juxtaposed these paragraphs as Mary intended, making 

them appear to be a single fragment in two paragraphs, and 

cleaned up the ubiquitous mechanical errors, including, of 

course, the removal of "as he" from the second paragraph. He 

has also improved Mary's style, correcting her imprecise 

reference to "The Quarterly Review" as telling a story to "The 

Quarterly reviewer," i.e. a reviewer for The Quarterly, which 

reflects Mary's meaning and makes more sense. For similar 

reasons he changes "aversion to" to the less natural but 

technically correct "aversion from" (Nitchie 50, HL. 39). The 

only alteration not justifiable on editorial grounds is the 

"correction" of "the early development of His [Shelley's] 

understanding & imagination" to "his understanding and the 

early development of imagination" (Nitchie 52, HL 38-9), a 

change which shifts the emphasis onto Shelley's imagination, 

undermining Mary's implication that his "understanding" also 

developed early. Nitchie falsely accuses Hogg of reversing the 

order of these fragments, which Mary has labeled on her 

manuscript as "1" and "2," and of separating them by an 

autobiographical digression related to the ghosts and witches 

fragment (Nitchie 51). But in fact the digression immediately 

precedes the Quarterly Review paragraph, labeled by Mary as 

"1," and the "brief passage" on the Field Place experiments, 
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labeled by Mary as "2," follows immediately in its proper 

sequence. 

The problems with the passage, in other words, are not 

those described by Nitchie. The chief editorial transgression 

is the failure to introduce the combined fragments or even to 

provide a transi tion into them from the autobiographical 

digression. The paragraphs are not identified as Mary's until 

the one-sentence paragraph which follows the brief Field Place 

passage (from which it is separated by white space). "Here," 

says Hogg, "I regret to say, the brief fragments of biography 

written by Mrs. Shelley terminate" (39), a comment which would 

send some readers, at least, back to the preceding paragraphs 

to identify the fragments referred to (not difficult in this 

particular instance despite the absence of an introduction or 

quotation marks). The commentary, of course, presents problems 

of a different sort. Having belatedly acknowledged his source, 

Hogg returns to the incident reported in the January 1818 

Quarterly Review as evidence of Shelley's perverted ingenuity 

and early propensity to depravity (QR 18: 327). The reviewer, 

whom we now know to be John Taylor Coleridge, had stated that 

Shelley set fire to the trees with a "burning glass," a tale 

which Hogg claims to have regarded as "fabulous" until he was 

informed by "Eton men" that the means used was really 

gunpowder. Hogg does not cite or quote from the review, which 

he probably had not bothered to search for, but he undermines 
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its viewpoint by referring to the incident as "a trifling 

affair" intended "to terrify the timid old gentlewoman, who 

then presided over the school, and against whose nerves the 

flaming attack was aimed" (39). This explanation, true or 

otherwise, defuses the incident but also directs the emphasis 

away from Shelley's daring and precocious opposition to 

tyranny (Mary's perspective), presenting Shelley's conduct as 

mere "boyish mischief. ,,13 

In the next paragraph Hogg shifts to his favorite 

comic/ironic perspective, playing with Mary's assertion that 

the reviewer, despite his motives and perspective, was right 

in seeing "the future opponent of superstition and tyranny in 

the author of this exploit" (.I:!L 38). He pictures the reviewer 

"on the spot" as "the boy's squib burst," exclaiming I "Here is 

the future opponent of superstition and tyranny; we plainly 

see him in the author of this exploit, and by the light of his 

own powder! " and adding, "These are no common crackers, 

surely; they are the crackers of a divine poet!" The parody, 

which is in fact funny, effectively explodes not only Mary's 

13 These three perspectives perfectly illustrate the 
contrasting interpretations of the diabolical and angelic 
schools, here represented by J.T. Coleridge and Mary Shelley 
respectively, and the "common sense" viewpoint of Hogg which 
many students of Shelley have seen as a moderate and realistic 
compromise between the other two perspectives. This desire for 
a reasonable alternative has been largely responsible for the 
reluctance of many scholars to admit that Hogg's viewpoint is 
equally distorted and his assertions and anecdotes, in many 
instances, equally mythical. 
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argument but the whole notion of Shelley's divinity. There can 

be no doubt from this point onward that the "divine poet" 

epithet as used by Hogg is ironic and that his sympathy for 

Mary, or at least for her viewpoint, is a pose. 

No such excuse can be made for Hogg's treatment of the 

other three fragments. The "Essay on Friendship," for which 

Hogg must have used the manuscript represented by x's in 

Mary's draft (folio 112, discussed above), illustrates Hogg's 

"creative editing" at its worst. As indicated earlier, Mary 

intended to include this essay in her discussion of Shelley's 

friendships at Eton, preceding the fragment on Dr. Lind. The 

removal of the essay from the place Mary assigned to it is a 

minor matter whose only consequence is to de-emphasize 

Shelley's friendships with persons other than Hogg,14 and 

even the unacknowledged borrowing of one of the sentences from 

the opening of this folio, which Hogg transfers to the 

paragraph of first-person commentary which introduces the 

essay, is petty plagiarism, a misdemeanor rather than a 

felony.15 Hogg's version reads: "Among his papers is the 

14 The essay is separated by three pages from the passage 
on Dr. Lind which it was intended by Mary to complement, and 
by ten pages from the thematically related letter from an Eton 
friend, Walter Halliday, which Mary never saw. Whether this 
separation serves some conscious purpose is not clear, but it 
certainly indicates that Hogg's organization is illogical. 

15 The introductory paragraph makes no mention of Mary's 
manuscript or the relationship between this material and that 
on Dr. Lind, which appears a few pages later in the same 



211 

commencement of an essay on Friendship, written not long 

before his death; in it he has thus commemorated a youthful 

attachment" (!IL 29). Mary's original version, in contrast, 

reads: "Among his papers there is the commencement of an essay 

on friendship & in it [he] has thus commemorated this youthful 

attachment" (Nitchie 50). In addition to minor stylistic 

improvements (omitting the word "there" and substituting a 

semicolon for "&") and the change of "this Youthful 

attachment" to "a youthful attachment" which may simply 

reflect the altered context, Hogg has provided the added 

information that the essay was composed shortly before 

Shelley's death. This unsupported assertion, for which I can 

find no outside evidence, 16 has been taken as accurate and 

authoritative. White, for example, bases his guess of "1822?" 

solely on this information (White 1:566, Nitchie 50 n. 5). 

Hogg, who has just admitted that he does not know "how long 

[Shelley] remained at Sion House ... nor at what age he was 

removed to Eton" (29), follows the altered borrowing with his 

opinion that "[Shelley's estimated] age of eleven or twelve 

chapter. But at least Hogg has used this uncredited and 
altered sentence, as Mary intended, in connection with the 
"Essay on Friendship." 

16 Mary herself provides no date of composition, which she 
certainly would have included had she known it. P.M.S. Dawson, 
for unstated reasons, dates it "July-Aug. 1818" (283), an 
indication that Hogg's assertion is open to serious question. 
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years" indicates that he must have been attending Sion House 

rather than Eton at the time of this "attachment." But in fact 

Shelley was transferred to Eton shortly before his twelfth 

birthday (Dowden 1:20) which means that Mary may well have 

been right in placing the essay among material relating to 

Shelley's Eton friendships and Hogg in the wrong for 

"correcting" her .17 

Not surprisingly, Hogg also alters the wording of the 

essay itself, "curtailing, changing, and adding to the text" 

as Ni tchie puts it ( 50) .18 These alterations are primarily 

omissions, most notably in the change from 

to 

This latter feeling [friendship] ••• , a profound 
and sentimental attachment to one of the same sex, 
wholly divested of the smallest alloy of sensual 
intermixture, often precedes the former [love for a 
person of the opposite sex] (Julian 7:143) 

17 Oddly, Dowden, who discovered Shelley's signature in 
the Eton entrance-book under the date July 29, 1804 (just one 
week before Shelley's twelfth birthday), nevertheless supports 
Hogg's statement that the friendship must have taken place at 
Sion House because Shelley could "have had few or no 
associations [with Eton] before his thirteenth year" (20 n.). 
But a boy of twelve, the second of the two ages suggested by 
Shelley, .i.§. in his thirteenth year. Or, put another way, 
Shelley was at Sion House at eleven but at Eton at twelve. The 
friendship could therefore have taken place at either school. 

18 Ni tchie does not cite these alterations, instead 
referring the reader in a note to "Roger Ingpen's collation 
with the manuscript of the Essay" in Julian 7:358 (Nitchie 50 
n. 6). 
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This latter feeling. a profound and 
sentimental attachment to one of the same sex, 
often precedes the former. (HL 29) 

Similarly, he alters 

to 

It [friendship] rejects, with disdain, all thoughts 
but those of an elevated and imaginative character 
and the process by which the attachment between two 
persons of different sexes terminates in a sensual 
union has not yet begun (Julian 7: 143) 

It rejects, with disdain, all thoughts but those of 
an elevated and imaginative character. (HL 29) 

In both cases the omissions bowdlerize the essay, concealing 

Shelley's frank and realistic perspective on sex and 

sexuality. Hogg's motive is probably a combination of his own 

desire to depict Shelley as innocent and irrational (or at 

least nonrational) and the common-sense realization that his 

Victorian audience would be shocked by such openness. The only 

other important alterations in the body of the essay are the 

change of "friendship" to "friend" in "I recollect thinking my 

friendship exquisitely beautiful" (Julian 7: 144 and HL 30) and 

the addition to the last sentence, "Every night, when we 

parted to go to bed, we kissed each other" (Julian 7:144 and 

ilL 30) of the explanatory phrase "like children, as we still 

were" (HL 30). These changes tend almost to cancel one another 

out, the first providing fuel for the homosexuality myth and 
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the second emphasizing the innocence and "purity" of this 

childish relationship.19 

The most important of Hogg's alterations, however, is a 

wholly spurious dedication, complete with gratuitous 

commentary on his own invention. Beneath the ti tIe 

"Friendship" (also an addition to the original) ,20 he 

pretends to quote Shelley saying: 

I once had a friend, whom an inextricable multitude 
of circumstances has forced me to treat with 
apparent neglect. To him I dedicate this essay. If 
he finds my own words condemn me, will he not 
forgive? (29) 

19 Ingpen's Julian edition of Shelley's Complete Works, 
an outdated and cumbersome set of books based on inadequate 
data, does attempt to point out Hogg's changes, but the notes 
(7:358) are widely separated from the text (7:144). Ingpen did 
at least collate Hogg's version (the only one previously 
published), with the manuscript, then in the possession of Sir 
John Shelley-Rolls (358) but now in the Bodleian. The more 
recent and more accessible version in David Lee Clark's 1954 
and 1988 editions of Shelley's Prose: The Trumpet of a 
Prophecy has presumably "been collated with all available 
manuscripts and first editions," a claim which Clark makes for 
all the prose pieces included in his book (vii). He makes no 
reference to Hogg' s alterations and does not identify his 
sources, but his text appears to be a compromise between 
Hogg's "first edition" and the Bodleian manuscript (or 
Ingpen's version), with modernized and Americanized 
punctuation and spelling. Clark accepts White's Hogg-based 
date of "1822?" and quotes Hogg's statement to this effect as 
if it were reliable evidence. 

20 After his interpolated dedication and commentary Hogg 
includes a second title, "An Essay on Friendship," which "is 
on the MS.," according to Ingpen (Julian 7:358). 
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This brief statement is followed by a new paragraph, in 

parentheses, containing Hogg's "response" to this 

"dedication": 

(Yes, he has forgiven you! I saw this fragment, for 
the first time, a few months ago; I listened to the 
question, as to a voice from another world, heard 
once more after a silence of thirty-five long 
years; and I immediately answered it. I thankfully 
accept the dedication, and I lament that it is only 
of the following brief fragment.) (29) 

o noble Hogg! The friend who shared Shelley's expulsion out of 

pure altruism and attempted to seduce Harriet out of untainted 

love for her and friendship for her husband now offers his 

"forgiveness" for Shelley's "neglect"! How unfortunate that 

the dedication prefaces so paltry a production, but a plea 

from beyond the grave must not be denied. 

Unfortunately for Hogg, the manuscript of this fragment 

(now in the Bodleian) has no dedication to Hogg or to anyone 

else. Ingpen brackets the dedication (Julian 7:143) and states 

in a note that "[ these] lines. are not in the MS., and 

were probably written by Hogg ••• " (7:358).21 Nitchie adds 

her own testimony: 

I know of no manuscript source for the dedication: 
it apparently was written by Hogg, who seems to 
claim for himself the identity of the friend. This, 
however, is not possible if the friend is the same 

21 In the same note Ingpen states unequivocally that the 
"response" (which he quotes without parentheses) is an 
interpolation by Hogg (358). Clark, who mentions the Bodleian 
manuscript and may therefore have used it as a source, omits 
both the "dedication" and the "response" without comment. 
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as the object of the "youthful attachment," for 
Hogg and Shelley met first at Oxford, and even if 
it had been Hogg, Mary would surely have remembered 
his name. (50) 

This rather strange argument seem to indicate that Nitchie, 

having just stated that the dedication is Hogg's own 

invention, is now taking the "friend" of the "dedication" as 

a real person who might be someone other than Hogg. But Hogg's 

whole purpose in inventing a "dedication" (which we are 

obviously supposed to assume is to himself) is to "prove" that 

he had been "wronged" by Shelley and to present himself in the 

magnanimous role of forgiver. For all these years -- not 

merely the thirty-five since Shelley's death but the 

additional eleven between 1811 and 1822 -- he has resented 

Shelley's "betrayal" in leaving him behind at York after the 

seduction attempt and ceasing to correspond with him for a 

year (December 1811 to December 1812). Here, as in the famous 

"fragment of a novel," he cannot resist the opportunity to 

take revenge upon the dead poet he calls his friend. But the 

"dedication," which has been accepted as authentic by many 

readers (including Wolfe, xviii) despite Ingpen's note, also 

supports Hagg's depiction of Shelley in later chapters as a 

well-intentioned scatterbrain whose inconsistent and 

inconsiderate behavior the solid and sensible Hogg was forced 

to tolerate as the price of his friendship. But the fact that 

Hogg would resort to a fictional dedication to vindicate or 
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glorify himself shows him to be insecure as well as 

egotistical and his "forgiveness" for what he probably 

regarded as a real injury to be a mere pose. In any case, Hogg 

evidently expects the essay, as "edited," to speak for itself. 

It ends Chap. 1, with no further commentary. 

Hogg uses a different tactic, with different motivation, 

in dealing with a fragment on Shelley's resistance to fagging 

at Eton (HL 31-331). Although this fragment, ff. 117-118 in 

the Bodleian manuscript (Nitchie 53), would logically follow 

from Mary's statement that the boy Shelley was "passionate in 

his resistance to injury," used by Mary to introduce the 

segment on Eton friendships and by Hogg to introduce the Dr. 

Lind passage (see above), neither Hogg nor Mary takes 

advantage of this connection. In Mary's manuscript it stands 

by itself as the last of her biographical fragments, but Hogg 

places it early in the second chapter after the last of 

Hellen's letters but before any of the other fragments except 

the "Essay on Friendship." A brief introduction identifies it 

as being written by Mary, but the exaggerated elegiac tone of 

this paragraph, which closely resembles that used in his 

Preface to introduce fragments which are later undermined, 
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identifies the sentiments as insincere if not parodic. "Let us 

next write of the immortal dead," he begins, 22 

whilst he was at Eton. And -- oh! let us write of 
him with a tender sadness, as a dove would write 
about his lost mate; and why may not a dove write 
with a pen drawn painfully from his own wing? Of 
the testimonies relating to this period of his 
life, the first place is, for many reasons, due to 
that of Mrs. Shelley. (31) 

This kind of hyperbole has already been discussed with regard 

to the Preface, in which Mary's contributions are introduced 

with similar bathos and similar flattery. In this instance the 

male pronouns ("his" mate, "his" wing) momentarily suggest, 

along with the editorial "us," that HQgg is about to mourn his 

lost mate, but probably they are a mere grammatical convention 

rather than a deliberate attempt to confuse or titillate the 

reader; the last sentence of the paragraph makes it clear that 

the dove, here as in the Preface, is Mary.23 

22 Hellen's letter, immediately above this paragraph, ends 
with a tribute to her brother's "too great moral courage," 
which exposed to view the flaws in his character, in contrast 
to the hypocrisy of "his fellow-men [who] conceal their 
failings." Her letter ends with the pious truism, "we are all 
erring mortals" (31). Hogg's reference to Shelley as "the 
immortal dead" provides a striking and probably deliberate 
contrast to Hellen's "erring mortal," but in fact Hogg agreed 
with her. It seems to be Mary's view, not Hellen's, that he is 
mocking. 

23 Henry S. Salt, who takes the bathos as a failed attempt 
at expressing tender sentiments (393), comments acidly, 
" [Hogg' s ] metaphors were getting rather ' mixed' when he 
attributed to this plaintive bird the faculty of penmanship . 
• • . Had he said goose instead of dove, the notion [of "a pen 
drawn painfully from his own wing"] might have been less open 
to critical remark" (394). 
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Despi te this suspicious introduction, Hogg apparently 

prints the passage much as it was written, making only small 

editorial changes (in most cases stylistic and mechanical 

improvements) in Mary's error-filled draft (Nitchie 53-54).24 

In the fragment as printed in the Life, Mary attributes the 

"aggravated miseries" which Shelley suffered at Eton to his 

refusal to fag. Attacking the pernicious effects of this 

system, she defends Shelley's resistance to it and to tyranny 

in all forms as resulting from his innate virtue -- "an 

uprightness of purpose, a generosity of sentiment, and a 

sweetness of disposition, that yielded not to the devil of 

hate, but to the god of love. " (32). She sketches the 

prototypical schoolmaster as she conceives him to be, an 

"autocrat" who cows his pupils through frowns and blows when 

they fail to respond as he wishes to the "fatal, 

incomprehensible book." The fragment ends on a note of 

righteous indignation: " ..• and you dare to inculpate the 

angelic nature of Shelley, because he bent not his back to 

this [tyrant]!" (32-33). 

24 Nitchie does not print Mary's version of this passage, 
but her summary and a few selected quotations reveal that Hogg 
corrected "Piny" to "Pliny" and "protertype" to "prototype" 
but made no significant additions, omissions or SUbstitutions 
to the content of the fragment (53-5). 
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Although Mary's argument is flawed on a number of grounds 

from the apparent implication that the cowering, 

stammering, inept pupil depicted at the end of the passage is 

Shelley (despite his previously cited ability to translate 

Pliny's Natural History into English at this same period, 32) 

to the more important question of whether he resisted fagging 

at all --, Hogg does not alter the fragment to reflect his own 

viewpoint. Instead he chooses to attack it and Mary's 

credibili ty as well. The first sentence of his commentary 

presents his real view, which contrasts markedly with his 

introductory declaration that the "first place" among the 

"testimonies relating to this period" should go to Mary (31). 

Here he states, rather testily: 

and well
accurate 
a public 
may be 

Inasmuch as a lady, however clever 
informed, cannot attain to an 
comprehension of the manners and morals of 
school, exaggeration and inaccuracy 
pardoned. (33) 

This assertion, momentarily confusing because the shift from 

Mary's viewpoint to Hogg's is not signalled by changes in 

punctuation or format, is in part a protest against Mary's 

high-pi tched di thyrambics, which he has mimicked in his 

introduction to the fragment, and in part an attack on her 

credentials. (The latter point perhaps has some validity, 

since her knowledge of boys' schools is derived at second hand 

from Shelley, whose sentiments she is defending.) But instead 

of pointing out flaws in Mary's argument, including the 
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crucial statement that Shelley waged a "systematic and 

determined resistance to fagging" (31) ,25 Hogg does not 

contradict this assertion, perhaps because his knowledge of 

the matter is as limited as Mary's. Instead he defends the 

practice of fagging as a "salutary exercise of humble 

faculties" which teaches a boy "how to do very many useful 

things," from sewing on buttons to roasting potatoes (33) -

important skills in the view of the comfort-loving Hogg, whose 

years as a bachelor were probably made bearable through this 

kind of domestic knowledge. ~6 But the chief reason for this 

25 shelley's Eton schoolmates say nothing about resistance 
to fagging and attribute his sufferings to other causes. W. H. 
Merle indicates that Shelley was persecuted by the other boys 
because he "shunned or despised the usual games and exercises 
of youth," a tendency which (in Merle's view) arose either 
from "a natural delicacy of frame" or from the superior and 
precocious development of "his sensitive and poetical mind," 
but which the Eton boys deemed to resul t from "madness" or 
"folly" (1-2). Andrew Amos, writing in response to Merle, 
avoids the issue of persecution to deplore the neglect by the 
Eton masters of Shelley's mental powers, which led, in his 
view, to Shelley's pursuit of dangerous chemical experiments. 
Amos names himself and Shelley as two out of three "lower boys 
(or fags)" boarding at Mr. Hexter' s with their fag-master, 
Henry Matthews, "the deceased author of 'The Diary of an 
Invalid'" (6, 8). Although White takes this reference to mean 
that Shelley did not refuse to fag for Matthews (1: 570) , 
perhaps Matthews, with two other boys to sew on his buttons 
and polish his shoes, did not press the issue. Unfortunately 
Amos's offer to "indite more reminiscences concerning Shelley 
and his contemporaries," Matthews among them, was evidently 
not accepted and the question remains unsettled. 

26 Probably Hogg was mistaken in comparing fagging as 
practiced at his Yorkshire school with fagging as practiced at 
Eton, which even historians of Eton concede to have been 
brutal. See H.C. Maxwell Lyte, A History of Eton College, 
third edition, 463 and 468. 



222 

idiosyncratic response turns out to be that Hogg had himself 

served as a fag at a public school and was criticized by 

Shelley for his servility. Having attacked Mary's credibility 

and defended fagging, Hogg turns his attack to the dead 

Shelley, repeating the words he had ostensibly used to defend 

himself from the charges under which he is still smarting 

forty-five years later: 

I was a dutiful fag, but I am no more a slave, 
Shelley, than yourself; and from my servile 
submission to this so-called tyranny, it is quite 
certain that my aristocratical feelings took no 
detriment. Whilst I was still a fag, a boy at 
school, whom I had offended, said to me one day: 
"People say, as proud as Lucifer; but I say, if 
Lucifer were only half as proud as you are, he 
would have something to be proud of!" (33) 

This supposed argument, in which egotism and easily injured 

pride are presented as evidence that the young Hogg was not 

harmed by fagging, would hardly have convinced Shelley to 

change his views; it merely indicates that Hogg as boy or man 

was irascible and easily offended. Hogg ends his tirade with 

the absurd claim that Shelley responded to the argument by 

frequently repeating "the boy's sally," to which he would add, 

"How I wish I could be fastidious27 and exclusive as you are; 

27 Elsewhere Hogg describes Shelley as "fastidious" (132). 
The attribution changes according to the needs of the story. 
Similarly Hogg describes himself very sensitive to "painful 
sounds" and consequently unable to tolerate Shelley's "shrill" 
and "discordant" voice (47), but in another chapter it is 
Shelley whose "extreme sensibility" to "strange, discordant 
sounds" makes him unable to endure the "unmusical" voice of a 
young servant girl (257). Whatever Hogg/s virtues as a 
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but I cannot. I fear it is not in my nature to be so" (33). 

That Shelley ever made so ridiculous a response is extremely 

unlikely, if only because it does not follow logically from 

the supposed provocation, a criticism of Hogg's obedience to 

the system of fagging. Hogg's "argument" and "evidence" are 

completely unconvincing and implausible; their purpose is to 

draw the reader's attention away from the budding poet to the 

"aristocratical" friend he ostensibly envied with the 

implication that the friend won the argument, 28 and, more 

important, to divert the focus away from Shelley's early 

radicalism and Mary's assessment of his character to the 

relationship between Shelley and Hogg as Hogg wishes to 

represent it. Mary's argument has been pushed aside rather 

than answered, but her credibility has been undermined to such 

an extent that the offhand remark, "But to return to Mrs. 

Shelley's testimonies" (33), which Hogg uses to introduce the 

next fragment (on Dr. Lind, discussed above), now implies that 

this story, too, may be regarded as doubtful. 

The fragment on ghosts, which follows that on Dr. Lind, 

receives the most irresponsible treatment of all. None of the 

biographer, consistency is not among them. 

28 Shelley's social standing as heir, after his father, 
to a baronetcy was slightly higher than Hogg's position as 
heir to a country squire, a fact which Hogg apparently found 
hard to accept. 
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fragments is set off as a quotation I but most can be so 

identified through Hogg's commentary in the preceding or 

following paragraphs. This fragment, however, is neither 

introduced nor followed up; it is simply slipped into the text 

as if it were Hogg's own contribution. (Ironically, it follows 

Hogg's assertion in reference to the Dr. Lind story I that 

"truth and justice demand" a full presentation of the events 

of Shelley's life.) Nitchie, who identifies the fragment as 

the chief entry on folio 116,019 provides a corrected and 

annotated text, with the following explanation: 

Since [Hogg] •.. makes some careless errors and 
changes in reading and some unwarranted intentional 
additions, the passages, which are interesting in 
their own right and contain some points worth 
annotation, are here printed as Mary wrote them, 
with all her slips and mistakes preserved. (51) 

Nitchie places Hogg's additions, "which are printed in his 

book as if they were part of Mary's account," or rather as 

part of Hogg's account, since he presents the fragment as his 

own, in brackets and indicates his other changes in her notes 

(51). But the extent of Hogg's falsifications is best shown in 

parallel columns. Hogg's text is on the left, Mary's (as given 

019 Nitchie indicates that it is one of "three passages 
concerned with Shelley's extra-curricular studies" in this 
folio, which also contains the Quarterly Review passage, 
"wri tten crossways in the margins of both sides of [the 
page] ," and the brief fragment on galvanic batteries and 
electrical machines, "written upright on the reverse side" 
(Nitchie 51). 
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by Nitchie) on the right. (Significant alterations are 

indicated by gaps or italics.) 

Amongst his other self
sought studies, he was 
passionately attached to the 
study of what used to be 
called the occult sciences, 
conjointly with that of the 
new wonders, which chemistry 
and natural philosophy have 
displayed to us. His pocket
money was spent in the 
purchase of books relati ve 
to these darling pursuits -
of chemical apparatus and 
materials. The books 
consisted of treatises on 
magic and witchcraft, as 
well as those more modern 
ones detailing the miracles 
of electricity and 
galvanism. Sometimes he 
watched the live-long night 
for ghosts. At his father's 
house, where his influence 
was, of course, great among 
the dependants [sic], he 
even planned how he might 
get admission to the vault, 
or charnel-house, at Warnham 
Church, and might sit there 
all night, harrowed by fear, 
yet trembling with 
expectation, to see one of 
the spiritualized owners of 
the bones piled up around 
him. He consulted his books, 
how to raise a ghost; and 
once, at midnight -- he was 
then at Eton -- he stole 
from his Dame's house, and 
qui tting the town, crossed 
the fields towards a running 
stream. As he walked along 
the pathway amidst the long 
grass, he heard it rustle 
behind him; he dared not 

Among his other self sought 
studies he was passionately 
attached to the study of 
what used to be called the 
occult sciences, conjointly 
with that of the new wonders 
which Chemistry & Natural 
philosophy have displayed to 
us. His pocket money was 
spent in the purchase of 
books relati ve to these 
darling pursuits, chemical 
apparatus & materials. The 
books consisted in treating 
[sic] on magic & witch craft 
& [sic] as well as those 
more modern ones detailing 
the miracles of electricity 
and galvanism. Sometimes he 
watched the livelong night 
for ghosts At his 
father's house where his 
influence was of course 
great among the dependants 
[sic], he got admission to 
the charnel house & sat 
harrowed by fear 

yet trembling with 
expectation to see one of 
the spiritual possessors of 
the bones piled around him. 
He consul ted his books how 
to raise a ghost -- & once 
at midnight -- he was then 
at Eton -- he stole from his 
tutor's house & quitting the 
town crossed the fields 
towards a running stream -
As he walked along the 
pathway amidst the long 
grass he heard it rustle 
behind him -- he dared not 



look back; he felt convinced 
that the devil followed him; 
he walked fast, and held 
tight the skull, the 
prescribed assistant of his 
incantations. 

When he had crossed the 
field he felt less fearful, 
for the grass no longer 
rustled, so the devil no 
longer followed him. He came 
to some of the many 
beautiful clear streams near 
Eton, and sought for one 
which he could bestride 
Colossus-like; [Hogg's note: 
No devil, ghost, or spirit, 
can cross running water 
(this superstition may have 
some reference to the rite 
of baptism); it is prudent, 
therefore, in all dealings 
wi th demons, to have a 
running stream at hand.] 
then, standing thus, he 
repeated his charm, and 
drank thrice from the skull. 
No ghost appeared, but for 
the credit of glamour-books, 
he did not doubt that the 
incantation failed from some 
mistake of his own. It was 
useless to repeat it that 
night. Very probably the 
human skull was wanting, a 
tumbler, or mug supplying 
its place, but inadequately, 
and therefore the youthful 
enchanter was baffled. 
(Hld 34-35) 
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look back he felt 
convinced that the devil 
followed him -- he walked 
fast & held tight the scull 
[sic] -- the assistant of 
his incantations -- When he 
had crossed the field he 
fel t less fearful for the 
grass no longer rustled, so 
the devil no longer followed 
him -- he came to one of the 
many beautiful clear streams 
near Eton & sought for one 
which he could bestride 
Colossus like --

then standing thus he 
repeated his charm and drank 
thrice from the scull [sic] 
-- no ghost appeared -- but 

he did not doubt that the 
incantation failed from some 
mistake of his own -- & it 
was useless to repeat it 
that night --

(Nitchie 52-53) 

As these columns show, Hogg's version is altered as well 

as plagiarized. In addition to his usual cleaning up of Mary's 
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mechanical and logical errors, 30 Hogg provides a gratuitous 

stylistic "correction" ("among" to "amongst") and an 

unwarranted addition (the words "for the credit of glamour

books" to the passage in which Shelley drinks from the skull). 

This last example seems to suggest that Shelley was deceived 

by the sophistry of these books but the worldly Hogg was not. 

The final sentence on the missing skull and the note on the 

inability of evil spirits to cross running water, both written 

with tongue in cheek, serve much the same purpose, 

establishing Hogg as a skeptic and an intellectual 

suff iciently daring to imply a connection between superstition 

and the rite of baptism. These interpolations also enliven the 

narrative, adding a bit of humor on the theory that biography 

"must be amusing" and sabotaging Mary's view of ghost-seeking 

as serious business. 

But beneath the humor is the implication that the tale as 

told to Mary may have been somewhat colored by Shelley's 

imagination and therefore in need of editorial "correction." 

Only an intention of this sort would explain the change from 

"he got admission to the charnel house" to "he even planned 

30 The change of "came to one [stream]" to "came to some 
[streams]," for example, makes sense in view of the following 
remark that Shelley "sought for one which he could bestride." 
Similarly, the change from "books consisted in treating on" to 
"books consisted of treatises on" serves, as Nitchie 
indicates, to "[make] sense out of a confused passage." The 
problem is not with the corrections but with the absence of 
acknowledgment. 
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how he might get admission to the vault, or charnel-house." 

Unlike Mary, who recounts the night in the charnel house as a 

real incident, Hogg implies that Shelley did not really gain 

admission to the charnel house (or vault) despite his plans to 

do so; moreover, he did not really carry a skull in his 

attempt to raise a ghost in the fields near Eton. Quite 

possibly Hogg is right on both counts, but it would have been 

more honest and more scholarly to present Mary's account as 

written and comment on it afterwards or to insert his 

bracketed commentary within the text. Bad as this offense is, 

the failure to credit the entire fragment to Mary is worse. 

Hogg has not only tampered with the document to make it 

conform with his own views, he has taken the credit entirely 

to himself. It is almost as if he credits Mary with those 

fragments which he holds in contempt (notably the one on 

fagging), but forgets to credit those which (with his 

"improvements") make a good story. 

Altogether Hogg's treatment of the biographical fragments 

is shabby, not merely unprofessional but unethical as well. 

Each fragment is misused in some way, al tered or 

unacknowledged or undermined. The overall effect is to 

discredit Mary, the poor mourning dove who has painfully drawn 

her quill pen from her own wing (31) in order to produce an 

"exaggerat[ed] and inaccura[te]" account of experiences which 

she, as "a lady," cannot possibly comprehend (33). The 
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alterations also serve to make Shelley somewhat more boyish 

and silly than Mary shows him to be, imaginative to an almost 

ridiculous degree but limited in his "understanding." Hogg 

provides no information of his own on Eton, preferring to 

believe that his own experience at a less famous public school 

suffices to make him an authority on the subject. Nor does he 

support, or refute, any of Mary's assertions on Shelley's 

character and conduct with rational arguments. The important 

question of whether Shelley did or did not refuse to fag is 

not answered or even raised, indicating perhaps that Hogg 

believed Shelley on this point while doubting him on less 

important matters (among them the presence of a skull on 

Shelley's ghost hunts). His own knowledge, like Mary's, is 

second-hand, and his corrections and contradictions are 

therefore of limited value. 

The treatment of Hellen's letters to Lady Shelley 

presents a very different set of problems. The originals of 

these "spirited and graceful letters," as Lady Shelley rightly 

describes them (m1 2), have not been located; 31 biographers 

from Dowden to Holmes have been content to use these letters 

31 probably they are among the varied and miscellaneous 
papers in the Abinger Collection, most of which were written 
by persons other than Shelley's and Mary. But the Duke 
University microfilm of this collection is unsystematically 
filmed and inadequately indexed, and I have so far been unable 
to locate the letters. (They are not in the Shelley-Rolls 
collection in the Bodleian or the Pforzheimer collection in 
New York.) 
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as Hogg prints them, always with the assumption that Hogg's 

rendering is reasonably accurate. What little critical 

attention they have received is confined almost exclusively to 

Hellen's limitations as a biographer. Ingpen neatly sums up 

both the importance of Hellen's letters and their limitations: 

Miss Hellen shelley, who has preserved, from 
recollection or from hearsay, most of the stories 
of Shelley's childhood, was only about twelve when 
Shelley left home for good. She is, however, our 
chief authority [for the period of Shelley's 
boyhood]. (26) 

white expresses the same view: 

Practically everything we know of the poet's 
boyhood at Field Place depends upon the 
recollection[s] of his sister Hellen. • • . [But] 
since Hellen was seven years the poet's junior and 
can hardly have had any recollections of her own 
prior to Shelley's tenth or eleventh year, it is 
obvious that some of her testimony depends upon the 
memory of older members of the family and that what 
she herself remembered of the poet must [be limited 
to] vacations and holidays from Syon House [and] •• 
• Eton. (1:18, 1:564) 

As these comments make clear, Hellen's letters are exceedingly 

important documents despite their limitations, of which Hellen 

herself was aware. 32 These letters, for which Hogg is the 

32 Unless Hogg has put words into her mouth, Hellen quite 
clearly sees that her testimony has its weaknesses. she 
confesses that "At this distant period I can scarcely remember 
my first impressions of Bysshe" (20) and feels that "my 
anecdotes are scarcely indicative of his character" because 
limy knowledge of Bysshe ended at ten years of age, and 
probably the last time I saw him was at Clapham [School] •.. 
" (25-6). (Elsewhere she gives her age on last seeing Shelley 
as eleven (22), a more accurate figure since she had already 
turned eleven when Shelley entered Oxford in october 1810.) 
Since she remembers "incidents, but nothing that either 



231 

only source, are one of the primary reasons why Shelley 

biographers turn again and again to Hogg's Life of Shelley. 

Yet Hogg's handling of Hellen's letters (and related 

documents) has been largely ignored, and, with one minor 

exception, the question of whether he altered her letters has 

not even been raised. 33 Though this question cannot be 

definitively answered until the originals are found, the 

possibilities can nevertheless be profitably explored using 

the evidence now available. 

preceded or followed them connectedly" (27), she finds it 
impossible to arrange her reminiscences in a chronological 
sequence (22). (All italics in original.) Paradoxically, this 
awareness of her limitations adds to her credibility as a 
biographer, particularly in relation to Hogg. 

33 The exception is a juvenile poem by Shelley entitled 
"A cat in Distress," which Hellen copied into her ninth letter 
to Lady Shelley (HL 28). Hellen's manuscript was a fair copy 
made by her sister Elizabeth as a girl and decorated by her 
with a picture of a tabby cat. Since Hogg's version differs 
somewhat in wording from this manuscript, Roger Ingpen 
suggested that Hogg had "improved" Shelley's wording (Julian 
3: 314). Cameron challenges this view, arguing that Hellen 
probably made the changes. "Hogg," he claims, "was an accurate 
transcriber and only changed a text when he had special 
motives for doing SOli (SC 4: 819) -- a debatable position 
given Hogg's treatment of the Mary fragments. But Cameron also 
points out that Hogg never saw the manuscript, which Hellen 
later gave to a Mrs. Titchurch; his version was derived from 
the poem as quoted in Hellen's letter (813, 819). Probably 
both Hogg and Hellen made alterations. As Cameron indicates, 
"such a change as '[poor] dogs' (line 13) to '[poor] souls' 
sounds more like the maidenly Hellen than the worldly Hogg" 
(819), but the insertion of "so" into the previous line to 
improve the meter seems more likely to be Hogg's work than 
Hellen's. 
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To begin with, the differences between Hogg's handling of 

these letters and his handling of Mary's fragments are readily 

apparent and cannot be accidental. Rather than scattering the 

letters and attacking them through sardonic or maudlin 

commentary as he did with the fragments, Hogg strings together 

nine of these letters (which appear early in the first chapter 

after about two and a half pages of biographical fantasy) 34 

providing no commentary except a brief introduction and a 

single bracketed interpolation (on facts vs. "mythological 

necessity") in the second letter (IlL 21) .35 The ninth letter 

is followed without transition by the paragraph on Sion House 

and Eton (or Hogg's ignorance thereof) which introduces the 

altered "Essay on Friendship," while the tenth and last letter 

stands by itself at the beginning of the second chapter, 

separated only by white space from the pseudo-sentimental 

34 These fictional or "fairy-tale" elements, among them 
an astrological explanation for Shelley's poetic greatness and 
the tracing of his prowess as lady's man to a mythical 
ancestor, will be discussed near the end of this chapter. 

3S In response to a remark by Hellen on Shelley's boyhood 
tales of the "Great Tortoise," Hogg comments that Shelley had 
often spoken to him of another mythical creature, the "Great 
Old Snake." seeing an "affinity between serpents and all 
imaginative and demoniacal characters" (meaning, of course, an 
affinity between snakes and Shelley), he remarks that such 
legends are "perfectly true. . • , not with the common-place 
truth of fact, but with the far higher truth of poetical 
verity and mythological necessity" (21). Whether Hogg really 
believes his own assertion is almost immaterial; he is 
creating his own mythical Shelley in whom he wishes the reader 
to believe. 
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paragraph on the wounded dove which introduces the unrelated 

fragment on fagging. Only the first, ninth and tenth letters 

are signed and only the first is dated (November 26, 1856), 

but the others, as Cameron notes, are apparently arranged in 

the order in which they were written (SC 4:817). Whether from 

laziness, lack of time, or a simple wish to let the letters 

speak for themselves, Hogg has chosen merely to compile them 

wi thout annotation or analysis, in marked contrast to his 

treatment of Mary's fragments. 

Hogg's introduction to the letters may provide a clue to 

his motives. The first paragraph combines a confession of 

ignorance with a too complimentary characterization of Shelley 

as a boy: 

Of the earliest infancy, the babyhood, of the 
wonderful child we know nothing. As a boy he was 
gentle, affectionate, intelligent, amiable; ever 
loving, and universally beloved. (19) 

This paragraph allows Hogg to skip from Shelley's childhood 

( infancy to age ten) about which he knows nothing, to 

Shelley's boyhood (ages ten through eighteen), for which a few 

of his "abundant and authentic" materials can be used. At the 

same time it provides a thematic link between the "wonderful 

child" and the equally "wonderful" but entirely imaginary 

ancestor whom Hogg has just depicted as winning the hearts of 

fair ladies by blowing on a magic horn (18). Given this 

comic/ironic context and Hogg's tactic of undermining 
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complimentary introductions with contrary examples, we may 

suspect that "wonderful child" is merely a juvenile variant of 

"Divine Poet," and the flattering description of Shelley as a 

boy, especially the last five words, an expression of the 

"angelic" viewpoint about to be demolished. 36 

But if this is indeed Hogg's intention, the second 

paragraph relieves him of the responsibility for conducting 

the demolition in his own person: 

His [Shelley's] relatives have supplied interesting 
details [of his boyhood]. To give these just as 
they were received will be a better illustration of 
the truth of things than a re-arrangement and 
classification of facts would afford. (19) 

Hogg's obvious intention here is to excuse himself from the 

edi torial obligation of analyzing and organizing Hellen's 

36 In fact, neither Mary nor Lady shelley is interested 
in making Shelley lovable, a trait which befits a cherub 
rather than a full-fledged angel; their concern is to present 
him as a virtuous but misunderstood victim who opposed tyranny 
from his cradle. Lady Shelley speaks of the Eton boy resisting 
"despotism" with "a brave and dauntless spirit" yet gaining 
friends among his nobler schoolfellows through "the purity, 
unselfishness, and generosity of his nature" (m1 5), while 
Mary argues that "an uprightness of purpose, a generosity of 
sentiment, and a sweetness of disposition, that yielded not to 
the devil of hate, but to the god of love" made it impossible 
for Shelley to be happy at a public school (HL 32). Of these 
virtues, only sweetness (di vided by Hogg into gentleness, 
amiability and affection) is included in Hogg's list. His 
addition of intelligence to the list of boyish virtues would 
have pleased Mary, who stresses Shelley's "understanding" as 
well as his "imagination," but both she and her daughter-in
law would have objected to the absence of courage, 
determination, purity, and "uprightness" -- qualities which 
engender admiration rather than love in the beholder who holds 
similar views, and enmity in those who do not. 
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reminiscences, but the slippery wording serves other purposes 

as well. "His relatives," for example, implies that the 

memories of more than one relative will be presented,37 and 

"were received" suggests that the unnamed recipient was Hogg 

when in fact it was Lady Shelley. But Hogg's reluctance to 

credit the contributions of anyone else to his "love of a 

book" (Letter 14) should come as no surprise after his refusal 

in the Preface to name or even thank the "many obliging 

persons" who offered to help him (14). More disturbing is the 

apparent promise to present the letters "just as they were 

received" in order to "illustrat[e]. the truth of 

things." This statement seems to say that Hogg has printed the 

letters as they were written, unaltered and complete, and that 

the resulting picture of Shelley as a boy is truthful, but it 

really says only that to present them "as received" would 

produce a truer picture than would be created by a 

rearrangement of selected passages. 38 The reader, however, is 

37 She occasionally cites her mother or Elizabeth (both 
long dead) as the source for some detail (21, 26), but except 
for Margaret's memory of Bysshe kissing her through a pane of 
glass when she was five and he was about fourteen (22-23), the 
influence of more recent conversations with sisters or cousins 
on Hellen's recollections is not readily apparent. (Her Grove 
cousins did contribute reminiscences which are technically 
part of this correspondence, but Hogg excludes them from these 
chapters for reasons I will discuss later in this chapter.) 

38 Subsequent biographers have accepted the implied rather 
than the stated meaning, viewing Hogg' s versions of the 
letters as accurate and the incidents as true, but rejecting 
the idea that rearrangement reduces the truthfulness of the 
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much more likely than not to supply the implied meaning. The 

possibility of irony further complicates this seemingly simple 

statement. Even if Hogg really means that the letters reveal 

"the truth of things" as he perceives it, that "truth" may 

well be mythological rather than factual. His decision to 

allow the letters as printed (though not necessarily as 

written) to speak for themselves (in contrast to the 

mercilessly disparaged Mary fragments) seems to indicate that 

the sentiments and incidents presented do no serious damage to 

the myth he is attempting to create. 

Hellen's Shelley is, however, a much more complex 

character than the "ever loving and ever beloved boy" of the 

introductory paragraphs. He is as much an imp as a cherub, 

fond of such "eccentric amusements" as dressing his sisters in 

costumes "to personate spirits, or fiends," carrying a flaming 

"fire-stove" out the back door, placing his little sisters 

"hand-in-hand around the nursery table to be electrified," 

( 21) teaching his baby brother to say "devil" ( 22) telling 

tall tales which were not considered lies (24), and speaking 

depiction. Since the letters are apparently reproduced in full 
in the l4..fsl, they have universally chosen to excerpt and 
rearrange them rather than duplicate Hogg's effort. White, for 
example, arranges the reminiscences into three groups, each 
relating to a particular summer vacation from sion House or 
Eton (1: 564). Lady Shelley quotes a few excerpts, mostly from 
the long second letter, interspersed with commentary and 
quotations from other sources -- almost if not quite the 
"rearrangement and classification of facts" which Hogg has 
declined to produce (HL 19). 
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in dialect in a feigned attempt to be hired as a gamekeeper's 

boy (27). But his affectionate side is also represented: young 

Bysshe kisses his smallest sister through a pane of glass 

(22), takes his little sisters on long walks across the fields 

( 23 ), and encourages them to write poetry ( 25). Even the 

future reformer, the opponent of tyranny so important to Mary 

and Lady Shelley, is present in these letters, rebuking "the 

old lady who kept [Clapham] school" for making Hellen wear an 

iron collar (intended somehow to prevent her from "poking" 

other children, 26), wishing to "purchas[e] a little girl" in 

order to educate her (25), and remarking in an otherwise comic 

poem on the "modes of distress/ Which torture the tenants of 

earth" (28). Altogether the boy depicted here really is 

"extraordinary," to use Hogg's word, not only in conduct but 

in character. The absence of commentary seems to indicate that 

Hogg approves of the picture of Shelley presented in these 

letters; Hellen's vivid and memorable tales are consistent 

with Hogg's myth of a mischievous and imaginative innocent and 

wi th his expressed desire to present "a breathing, moving, 

speaking portrait" of the young poet (11), and they are not 

marred, as Mary's fragments are, by high-minded hysteria. The 

"ever loving, and universally beloved" boy of Hogg's opening 

generalization is not, in this instance, demolished through 

irony but superseded, through Hellen's testimony (as Hogg 

presents it), by a more complex but still comic figure. 
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But the absence of commentary serves another, almost 

contrary purpose. As Hogg' s letters to "Wrennie" show, he 

suspects even "the dear Hellen" of "prejudice" and is not 

averse to "proving," if need be, "that she is misinformed 

[and] entirely mistaken" (Letters 3 and 20). Though he does 

not treat her letters with the "silent contempt" he reserves 

for Middleton and other rivals (Letter 19), he does believe 

that withholding commentary prevents any differences of 

opinion from "[acquiring] an importance, & attract[ing] a 

degree of attention ••. , weh they might not otherwise obtain" 

(Letter 19) and that the wisest course is "to take no notice 

whatever of [these differences]" (Letter 2). For this reason 

he has chosen not to "correct" Hellen's "errors" but to ignore 

them. 39 

This policy is not, however, a substitute for "improving" 

letters through alteration. General agreement with the 

sentiments expressed combined with "silent contempt!' for 

"errors" did not prevent Hogg from altering Mary's fragment on 

ghosts and witches, for example. Nor does his implication that 

39 On occasion Hellen's ideas directly contradict Hogg's 
own assertions elsewhere in the ~. Her view of Oueen Mab 
(23) is more favorable than Hogg's (464-5), for example, and 
she denies that Shelley's voice was harsh and unpleasant (27 
and 30), a myth initiated by Hogg in his Oxford articles and 
repeated in the ~ (46). He does not even correct her error 
in referring to Shelley's schoolmaster Dr. Greenlaw as "Dr. 
Greenland" (20), although he is aware of the correct name 
(28). 
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the letters are presented as they were received guarantee the 

authenticity of his versions: we know that despite similar 

statements Hogg altered letters by Hookham, Mary, Peacock, 

and, most important, Shelley himself. Despite his aversion to 

the editing of his own books and articles, Hogg routinely 

edits the contributions of others. He has undoubtedly 

corrected Hellen's punctuation and spelling, which her few 

extant letters show to be almost as erratic as Mary's,40 and 

very probably he omitted dates and signatures, and changed 

full names to initials, all of which is more or less his 

standard procedure. Probable alterations of this sort include 

a change in the salutation of the first two letters from "My 

Dearest Jane" to "My Dearest J.," as if to conceal the 

identity of the recipient; "J." could as easily be "Jeff" or 

"Jefferson" as "Jane." By the third letter, however, he has 

apparently abandoned this stratagem; the eight remaining 

letters are all addressed to "My dearest Jane."u Similarly, 

Hogg closes the first letter with "Yours always, Hellen 

40 See the Appendix for a letter from Hellen to Lady 
Shelley (not part of the correspondence printed in the Lifg) 
and SC 2:889-90 for a letter from Hellen to her nieces (the 
daughters of Mary Shelley Trevor). The former, of which I have 
a photocopy, shows her handwriting to be exceedingly difficult 
to read, and Hogg may have guessed at her meaning or omitted 
illegible passages for this reason. 

41 But even this salutation may be altered; the authentic 
letter which I have attempted to transcribe from the Abinger 
microfilm begins with "My dearest Niece." 
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Shelley" (HL 20) (a rather impersonal signature which 

contrasts markedly with "dearest"), while he presents the next 

seven as unsigned. The ninth and tenth, both of which are 

followed by unrelated material, are signed "Hellen. ,,42 Small 

alterations of this sort occasionally conceal the identity of 

the correspondent (as in the Hookham letters or those from 

Hellen's Grove cousins, Charles and John), but in this case 

the identity of the writer is not in doubt. However, the 

omitted signatures do suggest the possibility that the 

unsigned letters are excerpts rather than complete documents, 

trimmed in accordance with Hogg's policy of presenting 

"whatever is interesting. • without reserve" and keeping 

back "nothing of value" (8).43 One possible interpolation is 

the comment that Shelley's early poem, "A Cat in Distress," 

"[ shows] no promise of future excellence" and that its 

"versification is defective" (24). Another is a comment on the 

probable quality of Hellen's early verses, which Bysshe had 

published and his father destroyed. Hogg's version reads: 

• • • [A]s soon as the publication was seen by my 
superiors, it was bought up and destroyed. I should 
not think there could have been anything in it 

42 The authentic letter I have transcribed in the Appendix 
is signed (if I am reading it correctly) "Your affectionate 
Hellen Shelley" and that published in Shelley and His Circle 
is signed "Your ever afte [sic] Aunt." 

43 The implication, which in this case we should accept 
as fact, is that whatever he does not regard as "interesting" 
or "valuable" will be kept back. 
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keeping, or destroying, but it will 
that my brother was full of pleasant 
children. He had a wish to educate 

(25) 

The style and sentiment of the italicized words seem Hoggian, 

as is the tactic of tying in interpolated material with a 

somewhat forced transitional phrase. Probably the excerpt 

actually read: 

• • . [A]s soon as the publication was seen by my 
superiors, it was bought up and destroyed. 

My brother was full of pleasant attention to 
children, though his mind was so far above theirs. 
He had a wish to educate some child .•.. (25). 

One example of Bysshe's interest in children probably brought 

the other to Hellen's mind, without reference to the side 

issue of the poetry's "worth." Such minor alterations, 

interpolations, and omissions, if such they are, constitute no 

more than a minor annoyance and do no significant harm. 

Whether Hogg has engaged in more serious tampering with 

Hellen's letters is a difficult question. Lady Shelley's 

reaction seems to indicate that he did not. Though she 

complained to Leigh Hunt that Hogg had "garbled and falsified" 

Shelley's letters to Hookham (see Appendix), but made no 

similar charge regarding Hellen's letters, which were written 

to herself. Moreover, the excerpts from these letters which 

she prints in Shelley Memorials differ only slightly in 

punctuation, paragraphing and wording from the corresponding 

passages in the Lifg. It is possible, however, that she did 
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not compare the original letters, from which both she and Hogg 

must have worked, with his published versions and was 

therefore unaware of any alterations, significant or 

otherwise. 44 

But whatever the reason for Lady Shelley's reticence on 

this matter, the first letter, at least, bears the marks of 

serious tampering. The opening appears to reflect Hellen's 

actual sentiments, but the last few sentences look 

suspiciously Hoggian in style, viewpoint, and (convoluted) 

logic. In the letter as printed, Hellen responds to some 

purported "reminiscences of [her] Poet Brother"45 (cut out of 

a magazine and mailed to her by Lady Shelley) with a "strong 

wish" to counter the author's "absurd and imaginary view of 

Bysshe's character" by bringing forward her small remembrances 

of her brother's early life. Even though "[her] knowledge of 

44 Although Sir Percy indicates in his letter of May 12, 
1858 that "Hogg's "indiscreet use" of the Boscombe materials 
has hurt "[his] feelings as well as those of [his] father's 
sisters (see Appendix), it is probably not the "use" of 
Hellen's letters which provoked this reaction. 

45 The only "biographical" article on Shelley which had 
recently been published was Walter Bagehot' s "Percy Bysshe 
Shelley," (National Review, october 1856), which certainly 
would have given Hellen grounds for complaint against "the 
absurd and imaginary view of Bysshe' s character" which it 
presents. But Bagehot does not present Shelley as "uneducated" 
(italics in fiL), Hellen's chief complaint in the HL letter, 
nor would the article qualify as "reminiscences, " since 
Bagehot did not know Shelley. Probably the article was one 
which Lady Shelley had saved for months or years as 
epitomizing the "wrong" viewpoint. 
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these pUblications is not vivid enough to dissect the 

contents," she ostensibly considers them to be written "with 

bad feeling" and to reflect "the petty malice of a little mind 

avenging itself for slights too well deserved to be forgiven." 

She recollects that "we [Shelley's mother and sisters?]" were 

urged when the books or articles first appeared "to write a 

contradiction of the most glaring mistakes, II but implies that 

they did not do so. 

The last two sentences, which provide a supposed 

rationale for this course of action, employ rhetorical 

techniques which appear nowhere else in Hellen's charming but 

unsophisticated letters: a martial metaphor and a rhetorical 

question, combined with the sly sophistry and garbled phrasing 

typical of Hogg's interpolations. "Who," she ostensibly asks, 

would willingly go to war with a petty state? Time, 
generally, elicits truth, and there are many 
friends of our family, that could indignantly repel 
the reflections cast upon those, who treat them 
with silent contempt. (20) 

The phrasing in this last passage is Hoggian not only in its 

apparent garbling but in its slippery reasoning46 and 

46 The sentence (which is complete as quoted) does not 
follow the train of thought which the reader expects from it, 
viz., "There are many friends of our family [who] could 
indignantly repel the reflections cast upon them ~ those 
wri ters who deserve to be treated • . • with silent contempt." 
Hogg's version seems to suggest that the friends of the family 
could repel the aspersions cast upon the writers who treat the 
family with silent contempt, which cannot be Hellen's intended 
meaning. 
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patronizing vocabulary: "silent contempt" should by now be 

instantly recognizable as a catch phrase Hogg employs to 

express disdain for rival biographers and their "trumpery 

productions" (Letter 19). The war-on-a-petty-state metaphor, 

also characteristic of Hogg in style and sentiment, probably 

reflects the same view; "petty states" apparently denotes the 

"unworthy persons" who produce the "trumpery productions." The 

logic of the letter is also Hoggian (i.e. skewed), and not 

only in this passage. On the one hand, Hellen objects to the 

"fables" about her brother, which arouse in her "a strong 

wish" to add what little she can to "the scanty details of 

[Shelley's] outward life" (19); on the other hand, she 

believes that such efforts are unnecessary since truth 

eventually will out. These positions, it need hardly be said, 

are not compatible. Nor is a limited knowledge of the contents 

of a publication consistent with a belief in the malice of its 

author. The tendency to attribute malice to all and sundry is 

characteristic of Hogg, not of Hellen,47 as is the convoluted 

logic of "the petty malice of a little mind avenging itself 

47 On the rare occasions when Hellen digresses from her 
anecdotes and descriptions to speculate or analyze, her 
sentiments are those of a conventional Christian, prim and 
proper, with a marked anxiety for Shelley's immortal soul. 
(For Hogg's malice, see the Appendix.) 
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for slights too well deserved to be forgiven, 1148 which 

resembles the similar "reasoning" of Hogg's "response" to the 

invented dedication of the "Essay on Friendship." 

But the strongest evidence that the early portions of 

this letter, which express a desire to fight for truth in 

Shelley biography, reflect Hellen's actual sentiments while 

the later portions have been altered to express Hogg's view 

that such works are best ignored comes from Hellen herself. 

Letter 20, written after Hogg's manuscript was complete, 

criticizes Hellen for being "vexed" by a recently published 

biography of Shelley (probably Middleton's), a position very 

similar to that expressed near the beginning of Hellen's first 

letter as printed in the Life. More important, the remaining 

nine letters are all attempts to act on this conviction, that 

is, to counter bad Shelley biography by adding "in the 

trifling degree, which lies in [her] power" to the "scanty 

details" of Shelley's boyhood then available (19). Hogg's 

tampering has not only distorted Hellen's viewpoint, making it 

inconsistent with her actions, it has also distorted her 

character, making her appear simultaneously weak and vengeful. 

Nor does the damage end here. These alterations and the 

omission of dates from all but the first letter have led to 

40 The style as well as the logic is garbled in this 
passage, as it often is in his altered letters. The other 
letters in the sequence are clearly expressed, even graceful, 
despite a nineteenth-century fondness for the passive voice. 
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the widely held but apparently minor misconception that the 

letters are undatable, which in turn leads to the more 

important misconception that Lady Shelley solicited Hellen's 

reminiscences and an unspecified number of other documents 

specifically for Hogg's use. Cameron, for example, notes that 

the undated letters appear to be arranged "in sequence" and 

speculates that they were written "not far apart" (SC 4:817) 

but does not attempt to establish a precise date, instead 

assuming that the letters were written "in late 1856 and 1857 

when Lady Shelley was gathering material for T. J. Hogg's Life 

of Percy Bysshe Shelley" (SC 4:814). Lady Scott, Hogg's highly 

partisan biographer, makes a similar assumption: 

• • • Sir Percy and Lady Shelley • • • asked [Hogg] 
as Shelley's oldest friend to publish an authentic 
life of [Shelley] •••• They heaped their papers 
upon him, and put him in touch with Shelley's 
survi ving sisters, 49 and elic! ted for him letters 
of reminiscences from friends of Shelley's boyhood. 

(252) 

Both Cameron and Lady Scott assume that Hellen's letters were 

written with the knowledge that Hogg was or would soon become 

the Shelley's official biographer and that her contributions 

49 Hogg was chosen not as "Shelley's oldest friend" but 
because the other candidates, Trelawny and Peacock, either 
refused to come to Boscombe or believed that the biography 
should not be written. Nor did Lady Shelley succeed in 
"put[ting] Hogg in touch with Shelley's surviving sisters" 
while he was writing the ~ even though she attempted to do 
so. Hogg did at some point receive Hellen's letters to Lady 
Shelley, but he did not see or correspond with the two sisters 
of whose existence he was aware until after the first two 
volumes were ready for the printer. See Appendix. 
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continued well into 1857, the year in which Hogg wrote most of 

the extant portions of the ~. But the opening date alone is 

enough to throw doubt on this assumption. In November 1856 

Lady Shelley was indeed "gathering material" for her official 

biographer, but that biographer was not necessarily Hogg, who 

was not selected until late February or early March of 1857. 

Any letters Hellen wrote between the end of November 1856 and 

the end of February 1857 were written for Lady Shelley's own 

use or for the use of a biographer as yet unchosen. For this 

reason alone it is important to establish a more precise date 

for the correspondence. 

Such a date can be established quite easily, though no 

one has yet done so, from internal evidence in the 1858 Life. 

The rather abrupt opening50 of Hellen's last letter to Lady 

Shelley provides the first important clue: 

I had no conception that Bysshe' s marriage with 
Harriet Westbrook would have elicited the quotation 
in Charles G----'s letter, which proves he 
[Shelley] was sacrificing himself to a point of 
honour. You will perceive that C.G. had no 
unpleasant recollections of harsh voice, etc., 
which I cannot help thinking must have been 
noticeable only when the boy was entering manhood. 
(H.!! 30). 

That Hogg has not significantly altered this passage is 

clear from the reference to Shelley's voice, which contradicts 

his own testimony on that sore subject. unquestionably Hellen 

50 The abruptness may indicate that the letter as printed 
is incomplete, an issue I will not pursue here. 
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has just received a letter from "Charles G." and has enclosed 

it with her own letter to Lady Shelley. "Charles G." can only 

be Hellen's cousin, Charles Grove, and the letter referred to 

can only be the first of two from "C.H.G." (Charles Henry 

Grove) to "H.S." (Hellen Shelley) which Hogg for reasons of 

his own has tacked onto the end of the .IJ..t:g (as far as 

possible from their proper sequence). The following passage 

from Charles's letter makes the identification absolute: 

[Bysshe] ••• wrote me a letter concerning what he 
termed his summons to link his fate with another, 
closing his communication thus: "Hear it not, 
Percy, for it is a knell, which summons thee to 
heaven or to hell!" (!!!t 576) 

The "quotation" from Macbeth is clearly that referred to by 

Hellen in relation to her brother's first marriage as a 

"sacrifice" to "honour" (30) and therefore this letter, dated 

February 16, 1857 (tiL 574), must be the one which Hellen 

enclosed in her tenth letter to Lady Shelley. 51 Moreover, 

Hellen's reference to a single "letter" indicates that she has 

not yet received Charles's second letter, dated February 25, 

1857 (!!!:t 577). Her letter alluding to the Macbeth "quotation" 

(the last of the series to be addressed to Lady Shelley) must 

51 Dowden, who saw the original and identifies the writer 
as "C. H. Grove," admits that a portion of this letter relating 
to The Necessity of Atheism has been altered (ilL xvii). It is 
therefore theoretically possible that the passage on the 
marriage "knell" has also been altered. If so, the alteration 
does not significantly injure the passage, which is 
unquestionably that to which Hellen referred. 
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therefore have been written in mid- or late February and could 

not have been written for Hogg's specific use. Hellen, in 

short, was not knowingly helping Hogg, a fact which the 

omitted dates conceal. 

The omission of dates also obscures the connection 

between Hellen's letters to Lady Shelley and at least five 

related letters, all written by or addressed to Hellen in 

February 1857 as part of her effort to provide authentic 

material on Shelley's early years. The connection is further 

obscured in some cases by Hogg's policy of using initials 

rather than names for both writer and recipient and by his 

placement of the related letters, among them the two letters 

to Hellen from her cousin Charles, at widely scattered 

intervals throughout the book. In Dowden's 1906 edition, 

Charles's letters appear at the end of the book, separated 

from Hellen's letters by 543 pages. In the 1858 edition, which 

Hogg himself saw through the press, the separation is even 

wider, with Hellen's and Charles's letters at opposite ends of 

separate volumes. Two related letters on Shelley's youth and 

boyhood, one from "J.G." to "H.S." and the other (obviously a 

response to the first) from "H.S." to "J.", are printed in 

Chapter IX (196-7), far from their proper chronological 

context (Chapters I and II). Here, as in the letters from 

Charles, "H.S." is Hellen; "J.G.", her "affectionate cousin," 

can only be Charles's older brother, John Grove. The second 
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letter is undated but the date of the first (February 1857) 

and the content of both makes it clear that they, too, are 

part of the same correspondence as the letters to Lady 

Shelley, now nearing its end. 52 The fifth letter, from 

Shelley's Eton classmate, Walter Halliday, is correctly placed 

in the second chapter but with no indication that it was 

solicited by Hellen (40-1) .53 Although the salutation "My 

Dear Madam" may suggest to persons schooled in British 

etiquette that the recipient is Hellen, the ordinary 

(American) reader, overlooking this technicality, naturally 

assumes that the recipient is Lady Shelley, to whom the book 

is dedicated. 54 Hogg furthers this misconception by omitting 

the inside address, which appears in the manuscript as "~ 

52 Hellen has apparently requested anecdotes and letters 
from John, who supplies what Hellen terms "a chemical 
anecdote" and a story of Bysshe performing an impromptu speech 
at a debating club, supplementing this brief response with the 
suggestion that Hellen write to "C." (Charles), "who may know 
some anecdotes about [Bysshe]" (197). It would appear, then, 
that this letter, like Hellen's, was written in February, some 
time before the sixteenth (the date of Charles's first 
letter). Hellen's first letter to John is missing, as are her 
letter (or letters) to Charles and Lady Shelley's letters to 
Hellen. 

53 The Halliday letter is separated from Hellen's last 
letter to Lady Shelley by nine pages of Mary fragments and 
commentary. 

54 Cameron, for one, makes this very natural mistake 
(Young shelley 301, n. 105). 
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Miss Shelley of Ellcott House -- Hungerford -- Berks. ,,55 This 

letter, too, was solicited by Hellen, and the date (February 

27, 1857) shows it to be part of the same correspondence, 

perhaps the last fruit of Hellen's labors. 

By separating these five letters from one another and 

from Hellen's letters and by omitting most of the dates, Hogg 

has created the widespread misconception that Lady Shelley was 

gathering materials specifically for him while he was writing 

the Life. To be sure, Lady Shelley initiated the 

correspondence with Hellen by sending her an article on 

Shelley, but she did so before she had chosen her official 

biographer. If she "elicited" any other "letters of 

reminiscences from friends of shelley's boyhood" (YJ! 252), 

they do not appear in the Life. 56 Those which are used, in or 

out of their proper context, were solicited by Hellen, whose 

efforts Hogg declines to credit in his Preface. (See Chapter 

55 In the manuscript, Bodleian MSS. Shelley adds. c.8, 
fols. 135-6, of which I have a clear copy, the word "Ellcott" 
looks like "Elliott ll and is so listed in the Bodleian's 
description of the collection. But Hogg's references to "the 
E1lcott Virgins" and the "fair Maids of Ellcott" (see 
Appendix) show that "Ellcott" is correct and confirm that 
Hellen, not Lady Shelley, is the recipient. (Hogg's decision 
to omit the address was, of course, jUdicious with regard to 
Hellen's right to privacy; certainly she would not have wished 
her whereabouts to be public knowledge.) 

56 Excerpts from letters by a Mr. Packe appear in Shelley 
Memorials but at present I am unable to locate the originals 
or determine whether they were placed in Hogg's custody. If 
so, he did not use them. 
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III.) Not only did she contribute her own reminiscences and 

consult with at least one of her two remaining sisters 

(22),57 she wrote, when her own memories had been exhausted, 

to her Grove cousins58 and to Shelley's old school friend 

Halliday, requesting them to add their recollections to her 

own. 59 All three responded in February 1857, just as Lady 

Shelley was inviting Peacock, Trelawny and Hogg to Boscombe. 

Apparently Hellen forwarded the letters to Lady Shelley, who 

probably passed them to Hogg in March or April of 1857. (See 

Appendix, Letter 2.) Through such simple tactics as scattering 

57 Margaret was too young to contribute any very valuable 
recollections, and her brother John still younger; it is 
improbable that he was consulted on the matter. But we know 
that Mary Trevor, despite her scandalous elopement so like 
Shelley's, was not cut out of Sir Timothy's will and that 
Hellen corresponded with her nieces, Mary's daughters, even 
though the first had been born out of wedlock (SC 2:888, 890). 
It is therefore at least possible that some of the anecdotes 
and descriptions are Mary's contributions. 

58 Hellen may have written as well to Charles's and John's 
sister, Harriet Grove Helyar, with whom the adolescent Shelley 
had been "in love, " but if so, neither Hogg nor later 
biographers has printed her response. 

59 It is possible that she also requested and received two 
additional contributions, the long memoir of captain James 
Kennedy, which Hogg has tacked on to the end of the ~ with 
Charles Grove's letters, and the reminiscences of "Mr. Packe," 
another Eton classmate, which are excerpted in Lady Shelley's 
Shelley Memorials (1859) but do not appear in Hogg's Life. The 
first page of Kennedy's manuscript appears to be missing (at 
least in my photocopy), and consequently it is impossible to 
tell whether the reminiscences were obtained by Lady Shelley 
or by Hellen. Packe's reminiscences, which are excerpted by 
Lady Shelley and Dowden, have not been published in full. The 
manuscript is listed as being part of the Abinger collection 
but it is not among the materials I have seen. 
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letters and removing dates, Hogg has concealed Hellen's 

valiant efforts to replace the "fables" about her brother as 

a boy with the truth as she saw it -- efforts which ceased, 

coincidentally or otherwise, in late February 1857, the very 

time when Hogg was chosen as biographer. 

Whether Hogg deliberately obscured the connections among 

the letters in this group is not clear, but he certainly 

intended to control the effects of these letters on the reader 

in other respects, with the treatment they receive reflecting 

his view of their relative worth. Hellen's letters are 

prominently placed and the writer's identity is revealed, 

advantages partly neutralized by apparent alterations and the 

absence of commentary, but they are not sabotaged by irony or 

hyperbole, probably because in this instance he could not 

afford to do so. Having no anecdotes of his own for the early 

chapters, he was forced to use Hellen's letters as the 

framework for this portion of his myth, with his own 

contributions providing an appropriate atmosphere of fantasy 

or mystique, as I will show later in this chapter. In 

contrast, the "unimportant" Grove letters, which he could not 

fit in without "classifying" and rearranging" them in 

violation of his stated policy (19),60 are buried without 

60 The random reminiscences of both Groves combine the 
Eton, Oxford, and post-Oxford periods in such a way that the 
letters do not really belong, chronologically, to a particular 
period. Rather than placing excerpts in their chronological 
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commentary among unrelated materials and the identity of the 

wri ters is disguised by the use of initials instead of 

names. 61 Charles's first letter contains an unimportant 

interpolation on the beauty of st. Irving's Hills, set off in 

parentheses rather than brackets but neither signed nor 

initialled, but the only instance of serious tampering in his 

or John's letters is a toned down and generalized passage 

relating to The Necessity of Atheism, which Charles correctly 

identifies as partly Hoggls work. 62 Self-protection, the 

context, he chose to throw the complete but slightly altered 
letters in somewhere, even if it meant spoiling the ending of 
his book, which originally concluded with a comic attack on 
"the new philosophy of love" as practiced by the Godwins and 
the Shelleys. 

61 The Kennedy reminiscences, which Hogg condemns in his 
third letter as being "worth little," receive similar 
treatment. 

62 The originals of the Grove letters have disappeared, 
but Dowden evidently saw at least one of them since he 
testifies in the Introduction to his 1906 edition of Hoggls 
!J..fg that "a few lines" in "the letter of C. H. Grove which 
brings the L.i..f.§ to a close" were "garbled" in Hogg's 
transcription. Hogg's version reads: 

[V]ery soon after the Lent term had commenced, a little 
controversial work was published at oxford. The pamphlet 
had not the author's name, but it was suspected in the 
University who was the author; and the young friends were 
dismissed from Oxford. •• (xvii), 

a very marked change from the original, which reads: 
[V]ery soon after the Lent term had commenced, Bysshe and 
Mr. Hogg published their little work entitled ~ 
Necessity of Atheism. They did not publish the pamphlet 
wi th their names, but it was well understood in the 
Uni versi ty that they were the authors, and they were 
expelled. . •• (xvii). 

Though Dowden, a partisan of Hogg, does not admit that the 
letter was intentionally altered, such changes are not mere 
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obvious motive in this instance, may account for the placement 

of Charles's letters as well, since some of his recollections 

relate to the Oxford period or to Harriet Westbrook, topics of 

such importance to Hogg that he may well have wanted Charles's 

testimony on these subjects to appear as far as possible from 

his own. Certainly he wanted both John I s and Charles's letters 

to be inconspicuous; the recollections of the Divine Poet by 

cousins too "commonplace" to understand him deserve no better 

fate. 

Halliday's contribution fares considerably better, being 

prominently placed in the second chapter and preceded by a 

favorable introduction which, surprisingly, is not undermined 

by the letter itself or by later commentary. Indeed this 

introduction appears to be one of the few sincere compliments 

paid by Hogg to any contributor. "shelley had several attached 

friends at Eton," he confesses rather surprisingly, given his 

usual reluctance to share the honor of Shelley's friendship 

with other contenders. "I will insert the kind testimonial of 

one of them, because it is equally creditable to both the 

"garbling," though style and logic are mangled along with 
meaning; they are self-protective tampering. But Dowden prints 
the letter at the end of his edition just as Hogg printed it, 
without so much as a footnote to refer the reader to the 
commentary in the Introduction. 
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friends" (40). This last remark, being interpreted, means that 

Hogg has no significant objections to Halliday's point of 

view. Halliday's Shelley lives in the world of his 

imagination, telling "marvelous stories of fairy-land, and 

apparitions, and spirits"; avoids the "boisterous pastime[s] 

of other boys which "his shy and gentle nature" cannot 

appreciate; composes Latin verses with great ease; and 

requires "especial personal superintendence, to watch, and 

cherish, and direct all his noble aspirations, and the 

remarkable tenderness of his heart" (40). Here is an innocent 

and imaginative Shelley in whom his daughter-in-law can 

believe and on whom Hogg can build for his own purposes 

later.63 Though Halliday makes at least two errors, asserting 

that Shelley "never went out in a boat on the river" during 

his stay at Eton (40) and that Shelley returned from Ireland 

in 1814, at which time "he was glad to introduce [Halliday] to 

63 Halliday's letter should be contrasted with the 
testimonies of other Eton schoolfellows, notably W.H. Merle, 
who emphasizes Shelley's "wild and marked peculiarity" and 
depicts him as a persecuted and misunderstood genius, and 
Andrew Amos, who focuses on Shelley's chemical experiments and 
his interest in drama. The contrast between Merle's "Mad 
Shelley" crying out against the Shelley baiters "in [a] 
paroxysm of revengeful anger" and Amos's "buoyant[ly] 
cheerful" Shelley "running nimbly up and down stairs [singing] 
the witches' songs in 'Macbeth'" could not be more marked. 
(Both articles originally appeared as letters to the editor of 
the Athenaeum in 1848 and have been reprinted in Edmund 
Blunden's Shelley and Keats as They Struck Their 
contemporaries 1-9). I can find no indication that Hogg read 
either letter. 
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his wife" (41) ,64 Hogg makes neither correction nor comment, 

instead shifting to a comic/ironic account of the notorious 

Dr. Keate, headmaster during Shelley's last half year at Eton. 

More surprising than the absence of commentary is the 

disclosure of Halliday's name, with no attempt to disguise or 

"protect" his identity.65 Such favorable treatment accorded 

to a letter from a stranger can only mean that Hogg approves 

of the tone and contents of this letter, far removed as it is 

from his own ironic hyperbole. 

Further evidence that Hogg approved of Halliday's 

sentiments is provided by the insignificance of the 

alterations. Hogg appears to butcher or attack materials (such 

as Mary's fragments) which conflict with the myth of Shelley 

he is trying to create, and to make only minor alterations in 

material which he deems harmless to this viewpoint. The 

64 Probably Hogg did not know or did not care whether 
Shelley went boating at Eton as Medwin, Amos and Shelley 
himself (in "Boat on the Serchiotl) all assert that he did. 
Hogg did know, however, that Shelley returned from Ireland 
with his first wife, Harriet, in the autumn of 1813, not 1814, 
at which time he returned from the continent with Mary Godwin. 
It is most unlikely that Halliday would confuse the continent 
with Ireland or mistakenly label Mary as Shelley's wife. It is 
much more probable that he misremembered the year. Since Hogg 
could easily have substituted "1813" for "1814" in his 
transcript of the letter, it is somewhat surprising that he 
did not do so. 

65 He does, however, disguise and protect the identity of 
the recipient, Hellen Shelley. The suppression of her address 
was prudent, even courteous, but the suppression of her name 
was an unwarranted hindrance to future biographers. 
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corrections or alterations to Halliday's letter, which I have 

discovered through a comparison of Hogg's version with the 

unpublished manuscript, are all minor matters. The change from 

"his speculations even then . • of the world beyond the 

grave" to "his speculations were then • . of the world 

beyond the grave" (italics mine), for example, converts 

Halliday's fragment into a complete independent clause without 

significantly changing his meaning. 66 Similar changes, less 

readily explained except as matters of personal preference, 

include the omission of "was" in "His lessons were child's 

play to him and his power of Latin versification was 

marvellous [sic]" and the addition of IIhere" to "what I have 

set down," making it IIwhat I have here set down. II Hogg also 

changes two perfectly legible words, "present" and IIsparklingll 

to "furnish" and IIspeaking." The first does little harm to 

Halliday's meaning: "I am only sorry that I have no anecdote 

of that period to furnish" is still perfectly 

intelligible. But "the sparkling poetry of his mind shone out 

of his speaking eyell destroys both the parallelism and the 

image, turning the sentence into nonsense. 

66 The change cannot be a misreading; the words lIeven 
then" are clearly written in the manuscript. Halliday probably 
intended to write "were even then," but HL reads "were then" 
in all editions. 
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Since the original letter is easy to read and these 

changes serve no clear purpose, I can only conjecture that 

Hogg was half asleep when he copied the letter to insert it 

into his manuscript, or that the alterations are printer's 

errors, misreadings of Hogg's transcript rather than of the 

manuscript letter, despite the nMQ's claim that the wording of 

Hogg's manuscript is identical with that of the published 

volumes. 67 These changes (and others which I have omitted as 

too trivial to mention) do not reflect an intention on Hogg's 

part to discredi t or undermine his source, though this 

intention is evident in his alteration of Mary's fragments, or 

even an attempt to protect his own or Shelley's reputation 

(his motive in altering Charles Grove's letter). 

Halliday's Shelley is in fact an important element in 

Hogg's myth as it relates to the period during which the 

"wonderful child" is developing into the "Divine poet"/"poor 

fellow" of the later years. Here as in the Oxford chapters 

(where the comic elements are more fully developed), Shelley 

is an "extraordinary boy" (50), dividing his time between 

Gothic novels and galvanic batteries, one moment "mus[ing] 

over strange fancies" as he strolls the grounds of Eton (40), 

67 Hogg's fear that his manuscript might be edited, that 
he would "fall sick, languish & die, shd there be any hitch in 
the publication, shd a word, a syllable, be omitted, or 
altered" (Letter 14), caused him to read his proofs carefully, 
but no doubt he paid more attention to those parts which "came 
out of [his] own head" than to the contributions of others. 
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the next setting fire to a tree using gunpowder (39-40) or 

attempting to cure chilblains by "electrifying" the patient 

(21). The effect of all the depictions of Shelley in these two 

chapters, as controlled by Hogg's treatment of his materials, 

is an emphasis on one trait, imagination, in two apparently 

contradictory yet complementary facets, the scientific and the 

supernatural. 68 

It is somewhat surprising, given Hogg's ability to shape 

these alien materials to his own purposes, that he would 

consider it necessary to go beyond alterations, 

interpolations, and commentary to add still more "information" 

in his own voice, even, in some cases, concocting it "out of 

his own head." To be sure, his role as official biographer 

necessitated the inclusion of the few "plain facts" at his 

disposal (as well as the rather surprising confessions of 

ignorance), but most of these additions, particularly the 

"fairy-tale elements," are mere filler, superfluous attempts 

to play the role of biographer using imagination as a 

68 Halliday says nothing about scientific experiments, 
though other reminiscences by Eton friends dwell on this 
topic; he is more interested in Shelley's tales of apparitions 
and speculations on lithe world beyond the grave" (40). Hellen 
provides a more varied picture, but her most memorable stories 
(those which Lady Shelley and Dowden chose to reproduce) deal 
with the scientific experiments. Mary deals with both; for her 
they are not separate subjects so much as variations on a 
theme, so inextricably intertwined in her own thinking as to 
produce Frankenstein, the ultimate blend of "modern" science 
and Gothic horror. 
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substi tute for information. His motive in producing these 

materials is, as usual, not entirely clear. Possibly they were 

written at a time when Hogg had no prospect of receiving more 

authentic materials,M or, if he began writing after 

receiving these materials, he may simply have felt that they 

were not wholly adequate even with his "corrections" and 

commentary.70 Certainly the "gap" between Shelley's birth and 

his entrance to Oxford had not been completely filled; Mary's 

fragments and the Hellen/Halliday letters covered primarily 

the Eton period ( 1804 to 1810), narrowing the "gap" but 

leaving Shelley's childhood, including the sion House 

period7 1. (1802-04), as much a "blank" as Medwin had left 

69 Syl va Norman suggests that Hogg began writing his 
version of the "truth" about Shelley at a time when he had 
only his own letters as source material. She speculates that 
Hogg, placed in this awkward position, was 

tempted to fill in the blanks [in his "imperfect 
material"] with his own exploits, and when the [Boscombe] 
documents were given to him he stuffed them into his 
work, which he lacked the heart to destroy or the 
industry to alter. (AS xxx) 

This explanation is at least plausible, providing a rationale 
not only for the autobiographical elements but for the more 
bizarre Hoggian creations which Norman does not mention. 

70 As late as August 8, 1857, only five months before the 
book was to go to press, Hogg confessed to Lady Shelley that 
"great gaps" in his manuscript still needed "to be filled up" 
(Letter 8), perhaps including these first twelve years. 

71. Most recent biographers have followed Ingpen (Shelley 
in England) in using the spelling "Syon House," but Hogg and 
Hellen spell the name as "Sion House." Since Thomas Medwin, 
Sir John Rennie, and W.C. Gellibrand, all of whom attended the 
school, also use "Sion House," I have adopted their spelling. 
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it. H Faced with this gap -- and the psychological need as 

well as the professional duty to fill it in some way -- the 

insecure and egotistical Hogg may have felt that his self-

characterization as the "person best qualified" to write a 

life of Shelley (5) might be questioned if he exposed the 

depth and breadth of this gap to the reader's view. The more 

creative elements in the opening chapters probably serve, like 

the commentary on Mary's fragments,73 to make Hogg's presence 

known in a chapter too full for his comfort of the 

contributions of others. 

What is surprising about Hogg's filler is not its 

existence but its content. 74 As Kendall says, "There are no 

(The Rennie and Gellibrand reminiscences had not yet been 
published when Hogg was writing the Life.) 

72 Some of Hellen's childhood memories probably relate to 
the Sion House period, but her chronology is unclear and she 
can give only a child's-eye view of a big brother home on 
holiday. Of Sion House itself she knew nothing. The only 
eyewitness to Shelley's brief stay at Sion House who had yet 
published his testimonies was Medwin, to whom Hogg, for 
reasons already indicated, did not wish to draw attention. 

73 Sometimes mocking, sometimes openly hostile, these 
comments indicate a psychological need to challenge Mary, 
whose perspective conflicts with his and whose mere presence 
in a chapter to which Hogg can contribute no anecdotes of his 
own poses a serious threat to his position as "the person best 
qualified to write about Shelley." 

74 Medwin, for example, managed to produce eighty-five 
pages of filler for the years 1792-1811 alone: twelve pages of 
background on the Shelley family, including character sketches 
of Shelley's father and grandfather; an inaccurate description 
of Shelley's early education; a highly colored, twenty-three-
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rules for handling gaps" and the writer confronting one can 

only "struggle to suggest the life of his [subject] during the 

blank, without either pretending to more knowledge than he has 

or breaking the reader's illusion of a life unfolding" (18-

19). Gaps, he adds a few pages later, 

tempt the fledgling biographer to speculate, the 
"artistic" biographer to invent, the scholarly 
biographer to give a lecture on history. To fill 
gaps by wondering aloud, lying, padding -- or 
simply to leave them for the reader to tumble into 
-- is not to fill the shoes of a true biographer. 
(21 )75 

Unfortunately for posterity, Hogg (whom Kendall would no doubt 

consider "a 'creative' biographer") was born about 100 years 

too soon to read this sagacious advice, and probably, given 

his egotism and his private agenda, would not have heeded it 

in any case. Instead, following his own instincts and 

intentions, he supplements his sparse factual knowledge with 

confessions of ignorance, the long autobiographical passage, 

page description of Shelley's school life at Sion House 
Academy, which Medwin had also attended; a rather sentimental 
ten-page account of Shelley at Eton, which Medwin had not 
attended; an interesting if not altogether reliable account of 
Shelley's early literary efforts, in which Medwin claims to 
have participated (thirteen pages); a three-page digression on 
Shelley's first "love," Harriet Grove; and fifteen more pages 
on Shelley's early attempts at authorship, including eight 
pages of very bad juvenile poetry. 

75 Kendall suggests a few more or less legitimate ways to 
fill a gap in a subject's early years: to provide information 
about his parents, to describe the town or house in which he 
lived; or to provide background on the age (the "political
cuI tural situation" ). Shelley biographers from Medwin to 
Holmes have used tactics of this sort. 
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a comic anecdote featuring the notorious Dr. Keate, and the 

sporadic inclusion of what for lack of a better name I am 

calling "fairy-tale elements" whose purpose is to establish 

the proper atmosphere for his specific Shelley myth. 

The "plain facts," as Hogg calls them (17) are a very 

small item. Those in the first chapter consist of 1) the stark 

first sentence, "Percy Bysshe Shelley was born at Field Place, 

near Horsham, in the county of Sussex, on Saturday, the 4th of 

August, 1792" (17); 2) the information that Shelley's mother, 

Elizabeth, the daughter of Charles Pilfold, Esquire, (the 

"Esquire" being a point of great importance to the class

conscious Hogg) was married to Shelley's father, Timothy, in 

1791 (17-18); 3} the fact that Shelley, the first child, had 

four sisters (Elizabeth, Mary, Hellen, and Margaret) and one 

brother, John, the youngest of the family (18); and 4) the 

information that Shelley was sent at the age of ten to "sion 

House, Brentford," where the master was Dr. Greenlaw (28). The 

second chapter provides no "plain facts" whatever, unless we 

count the somewhat misleading statement that the head-master 

of Eton was Dr. Keate (41).76 Some of these facts, especially 

those related to Shelley's birth, were already well-known and 

indeed constituted almost the whole of the reliable 

76 This statement is misleading because Keate was a lower 
master during most of Shelley's tenure at Eton. He was not 
promoted to headmaster until December 1809, about six months 
before Shelley left the school. 
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information about him then in circulation. Medwin, whose 1847 

I.J..I.g Hogg read but did not use, 77 had included some of the 

same information (the names of Shelley's parents, the year 

they were married, the name of Mrs. Shelley's father, and 

Shelley's age upon entering Sion House), as well as a few 

facts which Hogg chose not to include, notably the date of Sir 

Bysshe's baronetcy. 78 But Hogg' s "plain facts," sparse though 

they are, did add a few tidbits of information not previously 

available to the public, including the paltry but accurate 

detail that Shelley was born on a Saturday. In addition Hogg 

lists the names of Shelley's sisters and brother in order by 

birth date, an important "first" since Medwin for unknown 

reasons had not provided the names of his own (second) 

cousins. 79 The name of Shelley's Sion House schoolmaster also 

77 Hogg's letter of March 2, 1857, shows that he was then 
reading Medwin's Life of Shelley: 

I found Medwin's book here, & I thank (Mrs.) Gibson for 
her kind attention; I have already begun to read it. The 
book seems to be washy(?), like Tom himself; the fair 
side of his character was, that he was a shallow, empty, 
ignorant pretender & a shocking story teller [read liar]; 
-- of the darker parts nothing need be said. -- ( See 
Appendix, where this letter is printed in full.) 

78 Medwin had discussed in detail (not always accurate) 
the history and character of Shelley's father and paternal 
grandfather (including the political circumstances surrounding 
the baronetcy, 7), but Hogg -- whose knowledge of these 
matters was in any case limited -- had nothing to say in this 
regard. 

79 Hogg also silently corrects Medwin's error in referring 
to Shelley's "elder sisters" (ML 13) by correctly informing 
his readers that "Percy Bysshe was the first child" (.H.L 18). 
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appears for the first time in Hogg's ~, another surprising 

omission on the part of Medwin, Shelley's fellow pupil. 

But this list exhausts Hogg's knowledge of Shelley's 

early years, and he is forced to admit his ignorance on two 

occasions. The first of these is the confession, already 

discussed in relation to Hellen's letters, that "of the 

earliest infancy, the babyhood, of the wonderful child we know 

nothing" (19).80 The second admission is longer and more 

direct: 

Of this period [Shelley's attendance at Sion House] 
he never gave me an account; nor have I heard or 
read any details, which appeared to bear the 
impress of truth. How long he remained at sion 
House I know not; nor at what age he was removed to 
Eton. 81 

Lest this disclosure damage his credentials as chief authority 

on Shelley, Hogg is careful to precede it with the assertion 

(probably true) that Shelley had several times pointed out to 

him a "gloomy brick-house, as being this school" (28), adding 

that Shelley had spoken respectfully of the headmaster, Dr. 

80 As already indicated, this paragraph frees Hogg from 
the obligation to discuss Shelley's childhood and provides a 
thematic link between the "wonderful child" and Shelley's 
imaginary ancestor, Sir Guyon de Shelley, of whom more will be 
said shortly. 

81 Neither Mary nor Hellen provides information on this 
point. Even Medwin, who ought to have known, says nothing on 
the matter. The question was left unanswered until 1887 when 
Edward Dowden searched the Eton rolls to find an enrollment 
date of July 29, 1804, at which time Shelley was just one week 
short of his twelfth birthday. 
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Greenlaw, as "a hard-headed Scotchman • . . of rather liberal 

opinions" (29). Having added these small but interesting 

details, neglected by Medwin yet apparently authentic, Hogg 

can safely make his confession of ignorance, which excuses him 

from quoting Medwin or any other Sion House schoolmate82 and 

allows him to introduce the "Essay on Friendship" by placing 

the "attachment" (perhaps incorrectly) at sion House. The 

82 The only Sion House rem~n~scences other than Medwin's 
of which I am aware are those of Sir John Rennie, published in 
1875, and those of W. C. Gellibrand, published posthumously in 
1884. In addition to some moderately favorable remarks on the 
school and Dr. Greenlaw (which contrast markedly with Medwin's 
colorful but perhaps inaccurately remembered anecdotes), 
Rennie says that Shelley "even at that early age exhibited 
considerable poetical talent, accompanied by a violent and 
extremely excitable temper, which manifested itself in all 
manner of eccentrici ties. " He provides a description of 
Shelley which differs from Hogg's only in giving Shelley 
regular features and hazel eyes, the second detail being an 
error since Shelley's eyes were blue. Rennie is responsible 
for the story that in his "violent paroxysms of rage" Shelley 
"would take up anything, or even any little boy, to throw at 
his tormentors." He mentions the "romantic and extraordinary" 
subjects upon which "[Shelley's] imagination was always 
roving" and his pranks involving gunpowder, and indicates that 
Shelley "was [sometimes] considered," presumably by pupils and 
teachers alike, "to be almost upon the borders of insanity;" 
yet "when treated with kindness, • . • was very amiable, 
noble, high-spirited and generous." He also indicates that 
Shelley at that time wrote verses in both English and Latin 
"with considerable facility" and "attained a high position in 
the school before he left for Eton" (1-2). Had this memoir 
been written twenty years earlier and placed in Hogg's hands, 
he would without question have eliminated all reference to 
rage and violence and printed only those portions which 
resemble Halliday's letter. He would perhaps have retained the 
references to gunpowder as a supplement to his commentary on 
Mary's Quarterly Review fragment, the force of which he 
reduces through ironic humor. 
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essay itself, intended by Mary to serve as an important 

example of an Eton friendship, here serves simply as 

"stuffing" -- an easy way to end a chapter on a period about 

which Hogg knows little and cares less. 

Both the motive and the method are different with regard 

to the earlier confession on Shelley's "babyhood." This time 

Hogg has no documents to stuff in and no sources to excuse 

himself from consulting. Relieved of the obligation to present 

anecdotes or incidents relating to lithe wonderful child," he 

merely establishes his character as "gentle, affectionate, 

intelligent, amiable; ever loving, and universally beloved" 

(19) -- a highly idealized description which, in this context, 

appears to apply equally to the "wonderful child" and the 

"extraordinary boy" into whom he develops. The absence of 

documents relating to this imaginary being (elsewhere 

designated as "the heaven-born child," 17) provides Hogg with 

an unparalleled opportunity for "creative" biography, a chance 

to establish a fairy-tale atmosphere to surround his "innocent 

and imaginative" poet-in-the-making and, simultaneously, to 

indulge his idiosyncratic sense of humor. 

The fairy-tale elements are different in tone from the 

anti-angelic bathos of the passages on Mary, being for the 

most part light-hearted and sometimes witty attempts to 

establish a myth of Shelley as a kind of fallen Cupid or an 

erring Ariel, imaginative and mischievous but at the same time 
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well-intentioned. The tactic appears almost immediately, 

following on the heels of the opening statement giving the 

facts surrounding Shelley's birth. Rather than describing 

Field Place or Horsham as other Shelley biographers have done 

at this point, Hogg chooses to expand on the trivial detail 

that the poet was born on a Saturday.83 He begins by quoting 

(or misquoting) a proverb and providing a pseudo-scholarly 

explanation: 

"Saturday's moon comes a day too soon," says the 
proverb; the new moon, which falls on a Saturday, 
misses by one day the good luck that ought to 
befall us, when the conjunction of our satellite 
wi th the sun takes place on a Sunday. 84 Thus, by 
coming one day too early into a world that knew him 
not, did the Divine Poet want all the good fortune 
which is the portion of a Sunday child. Temporal 
advantages, worldly prosperi ty , ephemeral joys, 
fading honours were not for him; but the undying 
laurel, the amaranthine garland, the golden crown 
were his: the crown of glory, that passeth not 
away. The royal ornaments, which of right adorn a 
king of song, were his noble inheritance, of this 
he can never be despoiled; for 

Not all the waters in the rough rude sea 
Can wash the balm from an anointed king. 

The science of the astrologer must be vain indeed, 
if the horoscope of the 'heaven-born child', as far 
as regards all the higher blessings, all real good 
gifts, was not favourable and flattering. (17) 

It is well to bear in mind that Hogg was a lawyer as well as 

a wit and loved to deal in slippery logic. To be sure, this 

83 Possibly Hogg consul ted a perpetual calendar to obtain 
this small fact (as I did to verify it) -- the extent of his 
research for the entire book. 

84 Possibly Hogg, deliberately or otherwise, is 
confounding a new moon with a solar eclipse. 
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passage is not intended to be taken seriously, but one would 

expect at least an internal consistency, a trace of method in 

the madness. To begin with, Hogg would have been better served 

to use another proverb, since the "[good] portion of a Sunday 

child" in Christian lore is not dependent on the cycles of the 

moon, as a still familiar verse, also current at the time, 

makes clear: 

Monday's child is fair of face; 
Tuesday's child is full of grace; 
Wednesday's child is full of woe; 
Thursday's child has far to go; 
Friday's child is loving and giving; 
Saturday's child works hard for its living; 
But the child that is born on the Sabbath day 
is bonnie and blithe, and good, and gay. 

This particular verse, however, would not have served Hogg/s 

purposes, since he could not depict "the refined and 

aristocratical Shelley" (41) as "work[ing] hard for [his] 

living" (nor, for that matter, could he imply that writing 

poetry is hard work, since the verses of a Divine Poet must be 

born of Ilcelestial and preternatural inspiration" (465). 

Hogg probably chose (or resorted to) the lesser known 

proverb because it allowed him to sidestep the issue of work, 

but this choice presented him with the equally inconvenient 

presence of IlSaturday's moon," which is not quite the same, 

even in fanciful poetry, as "Saturday's child." But Hogg 

cunningly slips away from this unwelcome topic, discussing his 

proverb as if it really implied that a Saturday's child is 
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robbed of "good fortune" from the moment of birth. But Hogg, 

who does not really believe in the proverb whatever it 

implies, takes his interpretation a step further, implying 

that the "good fortune" of a Sunday's child consists of 

"temporal advantages [and] worldly prosperi ty. " This 

interpretation is certainly eccentric, especially from the 

standpoint of his Victorian readers, most of whom would have 

felt that the advantages, if any, of a Sunday birth were of a 

more spiritual order. Nor would such a reader have appreciated 

Hogg's implication that the "joys" of a Sunday's child were 

"ephemeral" and its "honours" subject to "fading." Hogg has 

turned this conventional perspective on its head, endowing a 

mere Saturday's child with admittedly pagan but eternal 

honors, "undying laurel[s]" and an "amaranthine garland." 

The last sentence of the quoted passage, which returns to 

the ostensible influence of heavenly bodies on human life (as 

if Hogg had really based his "interpretation" on the role of 

the moon in shaping Shelley's fate) is particularly ambiguous 

and confusing. How did Shelley, born a day too soon, somehow 

become a "heaven-born child"? And why, if he was born on the 

wrong day with the wrong moon, would "the astrologer" provide 

him with a horoscope not only "favourable" but "flattering"? 

Hogg's logic even in this playful passage twists and turns 

upon itself with contradictions as well as ironies. 
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It is probably impossible to provide a rational reading 

for this paragraph, although we can at least be certain that 

Hogg's contempt for "the science of astrologers" is equal to 

his contempt for the naive and superstitious variety of 

Christianity which produced the "Saturday's moon" and 

"Sunday's child" proverbs. We can be equally certain that Hogg 

did not really attribute Shelley's lack of "worldly 

prosperi ty" or worldly honors to the timing of his birth. More 

probably he blamed both "wants," and perhaps his own lack of 

recognition or worldly success as well, on Shelley's conduct 

and character, and perhaps, in smaller measure, on the 

behavior of Shelley's father. Nor did Hogg really believe that 

Shelley's "song" had attained for him "the crown of glory that 

passeth not away." I can only surmise that the paragraph was 

written to introduce and establish Hogg's epithet, "the Divine 

Poet, ,,85 used here for the first time in the body of the 

book, and to provide it with a definition as ironic as the 

epithet itself. In this instance the hyperbolic praise is not 

immediately undermined, probably because the myth of the 

"wonderful child" (19) has yet to be developed. 

The next step toward establishing the myth is small and 

simple, a scarcely noticeable intrusion of the realm of Faerie 

85 The reader has previously encountered this term in 
Hogg's Preface, but the Preface was composed after the main 
body of the book was already being set in print. 
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into Hogg's "plain facts" (17). The mother and sisters of a 

"Divine Poet" must be established as "beautiful," in part 

because beauty is the sole quality ordinarily attributed to 

girls and women in the world of myth, and in part because Hogg 

wishes to view them as "Muses" or "enchantresses" to whom 

Shelley owed his inspiration. They play no such role in the 

book itself, but Hogg's correspondence with Lady Shelley 

establishes this facetious "opinion." In the tenth letter, for 

example, he reacts to a photographed miniature of Hellen and 

Margaret as young women (reproduced in Holmes's Shelley: The 

pursuit) by remarking gleefully, "The fair Maids of Ellcott 

are delightful! -- We must have the Poet's Sisters framed & 

glazed, & if anyone shd ask, who are these Ladies, we will 

answer, 'They are two of the Muses'." His first (and perhaps 

last) sight of the "Ladies" themselves, which occurred too 

late to affect the contents of the !J...f.g in any respect, 

produces a similar reaction in Letter 14: 

They are two charming persons, that is quite 
certain; worthy in every respect to be the sisters 
of my incomparable friend! . • • There is something 
weird about them; as there ought to be.-- So tall, 
so thin, so straight; such little round heads, such 
little faces, small features, & large, wild, 
staring eyes, like Bysshe; at once young & old, but 
rather young, than old! They are fit sisters for a 
poet & a necromancer.-- The miniature . • . does 
not make them look sufficiently like Enchantresses; 
they do not look in the portrait, as if they were 
able to turn you into a milk-white kid & Percy into 
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a statue of Black marble, web, no doubt, they COd do 
easily, if they pleased.~ 

Young or old, real or painted, these "Ladies" as Hogg 

describes them more closely resemble the "weird sisters" of 

Macbeth than the fair maidens of a fairy tale. They are not, 

in short, "distinguished for remarkable beauty" (18). 

Other evidence, including a charming but amateurish 

miniature of the young Elizabeth reproduced as the 

frontispiece of ~ 13 (1962),87 seems to indicate that all 

of the sisters were reasonably attractive but does not justify 

Hogg's characterization of all four as being "distinguished 

for remarkable beauty" (18), nor would his limited experience 

of them have led to this conclusion. 88 The evidence to 

86 See Appendix for the complete text of both letters. 

87 A note beneath the portrait indicates that the 
reproduction, though "as accurate as fine printing can make 
it," does not adequately convey the charm of the original, 
particularly with regard to Elizabeth's complexion and the 
color of her hair, which is "a deeper auburn" than the 
reproduction shows it to be. The blue eyes are large and the 
mouth somewhat asymmetrical, but it is impossible to know how 
closely the painting resembles the living girl. Its chief 
importance, in the view of Neville Rogers, is as an indication 
of what Shelley himself looked like since he was said to 
resemble her (KSMB 13: 1 ; see also the remark by captain 
Kennedy, quoted by Rogers from Wolfe's 1933 edition of tiL, 
that Shelley and Elizabeth looked like twins, in the 
Appendix.) Elizabeth refused a proposal of marriage to her 
cousin John Grove and died unmarried at the comparatively 
early age of 37. 

88 Hogg's firsthand knowledge of the sisters was very 
limited; his "love" for Elizabeth was based on Shelley's 
presentation of her and augmented by one brief tantalizing 
"peep" through the window of Warnham Church in the summer of 
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support his claim that Shelley's mother, Elizabeth, was a 

"rare beauty" ( 17) is even scantier. 89 The portrait of her 

published in Holmes and elsewhere shows her to be stately and 

apparently strong-minded, with the Roman nose considered to be 

aristocratic by the victorians, but by no means beautiful. 90 

Although Hogg is at best paying them a passing and 

conventional compliment before going on to other matters and 

at worst considering them not as persons at all but as minor 

characters in his myth, other biographers, notably Dowden and 

Ingpen, have taken on faith the beauty of the mother and her 

daughters using Hogg not only as source but as evidence 

(Dowden 1: 5 ; Ingpen 1: 3 ). The point is not that Shelley I s 

1811. He seems also to have glimpsed Hellen as a child when he 
and Shelley passed by Clapham schoolyard; he remembers her as 
"a little girl ... with long, light locks" scampering over 
the playground (ilL 178). He never saw the second sister, Mary, 
and saw Margaret for the first time (with Hellen) when the 
sisters were 56 and 58 respectively. 

89 That he did so consider her is evident from a joking 
remark in Letter 19 regarding lithe too ardent young Timothy & 
the beautiful Elizabeth Pilfold." The humor, if it may be so 
designated, refers to the belated date of the marriage, which 
occurred when Timothy was 38 and his bride ten years younger -
-middle-aged from a Victorian or even a Regency standpoint. 
(See Appendix for the rather ambiguous context of this 
remark. ) 

90 Hogg probably saw her at least once in the summer of 
1811 (SC 2:828), but if so, the mental picture he retained of 
her would be distorted by the difference in age. From his 
perspective as a youth of nineteen, shelley's 48-year-old 
mother would have seemed at best a kindly and rather 
intelligent old woman. 
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mother and sisters were ugly or even plain -- evidently the 

girls were pretty and their mother attractive in a domineering 

and matronly way -- but that Hogg's knowledge of the matter is 

too meager for his testimony to be of value. Moreover, this 

assertion, despite his own testimony to the contrary, is not 

a "plain fact" (17). He is not dealing here with "the common

place truth of ordinary matters of fact" but with "the far 

higher truth of poetical verity and mythological necessity" 

(21) • 

That the beauty of mother and daughters is indeed a 

matter of "mythological necessity" is confirmed by the context 

in which they appear. Hogg has just established the myth of 

the "heaven-born child" who will eventually become "the Divine 

Poet." Now he pretends "to return for a while to plain facts" 

(the marriage date, names of family members, etc.), but the 

remarks on beauty, even if wholly justified by Hogg's own 

knowledge, mar the objectivity of the supposedly factual 

passage. The beauty of Shelley's sisters (and mother) is not 

a "fact" but a motif which fits thematically with the legend 

of Shelley as lady's man which Hogg is about to present for 

the first time in the body of the Life. 

Since "the wonderful child" would have been precocious 

indeed had he begun to show a preference for the "ladies" in 

his infancy, Hogg introduces the topic through the ostensibly 

similar character of a wholly mythical ancestor, Sir Guyon de 
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Shelley. The segment opens in the same paradoxical manner as 

the pseudo-scholarly discussion of the proverb: 

Other members of the family will sometimes of 
necessity be mentioned incidentally; but where the 
subject of biography is alone and of himself 
sufficient to ennoble a house, and by his immortal 
reputation to render it for ever illustrious, 
trifling details concerning inferior honours would 
be improper and impertinent. Moreover, it would be 
foreign to the true purpose of the present 
narrative to compose a genealogical history of an 
ancient and honourable family. (18). 

Taken at face value, these assertions indicate that the 

"purpose of the present narrative" is to honor Shelley without 

bringing in side issues such as the character of his father or 

the genealogy of his family -- in other words, to avoid the 

kind of filler used by Medwin in his early chapters and 

instead get down to business. The implication is also that 

Shelley is noble and his reputation "immortal" and 

"illustrious. II But Shelley's reputation was by no means firmly 

established as a great poet, and his personal character by no 

means agreed upon. In other words, the phrase lithe subject of 

a biography" appears to refer to Shelley, but Hogg's wording 

suggests this reading without overtly making the connection. 

By the same token, the statement that the composition of 

"genealogical history of an ancient and honourable family is 

"foreign to the purpose of the present narrative" appears to 

mean that "the present narrative" is a biography of Shelley, 

not a history of his family, but it could also mean that his 
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family was neither "ancient" nor "honourable" and that Hogg 

has no intention of making it appear so. (Hogg himself may be 

unsure of his meaning here, since he wishes to depict Shelley, 

at least on occasion, as "aristocratical," but he also intends 

to use the ineptitude of Timothy and the eccentricity of Sir 

Bysshe as subjects for comedy later in the book.)91 

Having stated that a discussion of "inferior honours" 

earned by other members of the family would be "improper and 

impertinent" and a genealogical history foreign to his 

purpose, Hogg slides into his tale of an ancestor (whose 

honours, we must assume, were DQt inferior to Shelley's or 

they would not merit discussion) with a sentence fragment, or 

rather, two sentence fragments: 

To tell how Sir Guyon de Shelley, one of the most 
famous of the Paladins, made himself glorious. How 
he carried about him at all times three conchs 
[sic] fastened to the inside of his shield, tipt 
respectively with brass, with silver, and with 
gold. (18) 

One or both of these "sentences" ought logically to indicate 

that however interesting this ancestor may be, knowledge of 

91 Shelley's family background has been a matter of some 
controversy since J. Cordy Jeaffreson set out in 1885 to prove 
that the Field Place Shelleys were not an old aristocratic 
family but nouveau riche descendants of a scoundrel (1:13-26). 
They were in fact a younger branch of an ancient Sussex family 
whose wealth only recently (and not very scrupulously) had 
been regained and whose claim to a baronetcy was just five 
years old in 1811. The controversy, which has been discussed 
at length by Ingpen (1-18) and White (1:3-15), probably did 
not exist for Hogg, who wished to view Shelley as an 
aristocrat (as he also regarded himself). 
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him is irrelevant to knowledge of Shelley. But Hogg likes 

contorted logic and enjoys playing tricks on the reader; he is 

not interested in consistency but in a Ii vely and comic 

account which allows him to be (in his own view), witty and 

creative. He has promised, or half-promised, not to provide a 

family history or discuss "inferior honours" earned by other 

family members, but a legendary Shelley ancestor of his own 

creation is apparently not included in that "promise." 

That Sir Guyon de Shelley is a legendary figure of some 

sort is immediately apparent; giants flee from him when he 

blows the first horn, "spells [are] broken and 

enchantments dissolved II when he blows the second; and "the law 

of God • • • exalted, and the law of the Devil annulled and 

abrogated" when he blows the third, the gold-tipped horn (18). 

So far this is pretty standard stuff, though a little more 

like Spenser than the cruder tales of the Paladins, but still, 

possibly, a real legend recorded by somebody somewhere. But 

halfway through the paragraph, still affecting the voice of a 

scholar, Hogg takes a new turn: 

Some historians affirm that the third shell had a 
still more remarkable effect; that its melting 
notes instantly softened the heart of every female, 
gentle or simple, who heard them, to such an 
extent, that it was impossible for her to refuse 
whatever its owner might ask. This power was 
dangerous indeed; but a knight §SDa ~ could find 
delight only in the society of a lady sans tache in 
the pure ages of chivalry, therefore, nothing 
derogatory to the limpid honour of knights or dames 
would ever be required. It is certain that history 



280 

has not recorded that the good Sir Guyon ever 
abused the irresistible potency of his golden horn. 
These wondrous conchs, or shells, are still 
remembered in the name, and borne in the arms, of 
the several branches of the house of Shelley. Sir 
Guyon, we are told, was the personal friend, as 
well as the companion in arms, of Orlando, 
notwithstanding the well-known attachment of the 
fair Angelica for the lord of shells; but if the 
beauty of Sir Guyon was transcendent, superhuman, 
and indeed divine, his continence, chastity, 
purity, and unsullied knight-like honour, as the 
Archbishop of Rheims, Turpin, (who is never in 
error) affirms, were such that there could be no 
place for jealousy between the gallant friends. 
(18-19) 

That the tale is a fable from start to finish cannot be 

doubted by any reader. The question is, did Hogg invent it 

and, if so, why? 

The answer to the first part of the question is yes. The 

tale is part Spenser, part Turpin (or rather pseudo-Turpin), 

part Ariosto, and part pure Hogg. The name Sir Guyon is taken, 

of course, from Book II of The Faerie Oueene, but Spenser's 

knight of Temperance did not blow on conch shells and had no 

last name. Hogg, however, does not mention Spenser, instead 

indicating that his source is "Turpin, Archbishop of Rheims, 

(who is never in error)," (19). Since Hogg was no believer in 

archepiscopal infallibility, we know from the outset that this 

remark, at least, is tongue-in-cheek. But Turpin, who appears 

in some accounts as one of the twelve Paladins (and even, 

occasionally, as the villain), did not even write the book 

credited to him, De Vita et Gestis Caroli Magni, which Hogg 
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probably knew to be a literary hoax composed much later than 

the eighth century. Nor does a Sir Guyon (with or without the 

surname de Shelley) appear in "pseudo-Turpin" or any other 

account of the Paladins which I can find. Even the love (or 

rather the passion) of Orlando for Angelica is taken not from 

"pseudo-Turpin" but from Ariosto's Orlando Furioso, which Hogg 

had read with Shelley under the tutelage of Cornelia Boinville 

Turner ( 481) .92 The conduct of the parties involved in this 

tale is hardly exemplary (Angelica lures Orlando away from his 

knightly duties and Orlando, driven to madness, runs naked 

through the countryside), and Sir Guyon de Shelley, of course, 

is nowhere in evidence. Nor do the "conchs," which Hogg claims 

"are still remembered in the name, and borne in the arms, of 

the several branches of the house of Shelley" (18), appear in 

any tale of Orlando (or Roland) which I can locate. 93 The 

92 Ariosto, says Hogg, "excited" and "fascinated" Bysshe, 
who "soon discovered that the realms of romance and the 
intercourse of the Paladins were his own proper, peculiar 
element. Too impatient to wait for Hogg, whose progress was 
slower, or "for Roland furiously mad for love, or even for the 
fair Angelica herself," he plunged into the tale, eagerly 
"devour[ing]" it "again and again" (481-2). Hogg excuses his 
own slow pace, which required him to "proceed. • • steadily 
and methodically, grammar and dictionary at hand," by his 
having already read John Hoole's translation "in a handsome 
8vo edition" (482). 

93 Probably they are a purely Hoggian invention intended 
to play on the name "Shelley" -- which in fact derives from 
scylf leah (Hanks and Hodges 488) and has no connection 
whatever with shells. As Hogg well knew from the receipt of 
many letters sealed with wax imprinted with Shelley's signet, 
the family crest is not a conch shell but "a griffin's head 
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entire legend of Sir Guyon, from the magic horns to the 

supporting characters, is indisputably Hogg's own creation, 

concocted from bits and pieces of his reading reshaped to his 

own purposes. 

But the question remains, why did he include it in his 

Life of Shelley, that "glorious luminary" which was to "quench 

& render forever invisible" all competitors (Letter 16). A 

clue can perhaps be found in the triangular relationship which 

he attributes to Orlando, Angelica, and Sir Guyon de Shelley; 

here Angelica is apparently Orlando's betrothed or at least 

his beloved, but she also feels a strong "attachment • for 

the lord of the shells" (18). It would seem that Hogg is 

reversing the roles here, putting himself in the place of the 

chaste Sir Guyon, to whom the fair Angelica was "attach[ed]," 

despite a legal or moral commitment to Orlando, or perhaps it 

pleased him to place Shelley, in the guise of his imaginary 

ancestor, in the role of the interloping but still beloved 

friend -- as he had been at York before Shelley "betrayed" him 

-- as an object lesson in the art of free love. Whatever the 

case, the remark (for which he ironically cites Turpin as his 

authority) that "there could be no place for jealousy between 

the gallant friends" appears to be as ironic as the citation, 

indicating that there was jealousy between the friends -- not 

erased argent, ducally gorged orange" (Fairbairn 502). 
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on the part of the chaste and virtuous Hogg but on the part of 

Shelley, who (in Hogg's view) offered to share "the fair 

Angelica" (Harriet), with whom Hogg was "in love," and then 

wi thdrew the offer. 94 But whatever roles Hogg assigned to 

himself, to Shelley, and to Harriet in relation to this 

concocted legend, the story also serves to establish the 

lady's man legend: the "Divine Poet" is the spiritual as well 

as physical ancestor of the equally "divine" sir Guyon. 

Shelley's conduct toward women in the later chapters is always 

couched in lightly ironic and ambiguous terms very much like 

those used in the quoted paragraph, always suggesting and then 

denying a sensual element. 

Having entertained (and mildly confused) the reader with 

this lively product of his imagination, Hogg is ready to move 

forward a few centuries (still in violation of his implicit 

promise not to discuss other members of the family) by 

presenting a brief discussion of another Shelleyan chevalier, 

this one a genuine historical figure. The 

introduction/transi tion, though ambiguous and ironic as usual, 

serves chiefly to allow Hogg to "pass over the period of the 

Crusades" despite his ostensible admiration of "the pious 

devotion and exalted courage of the Champions of the Cross" to 

94 For a variation on this theme, see my discussion of the 
famous "Werter letter" in Chapter VI. 
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the sixteenth century (19). In the chronicles of this period, 

says Hogg, 

we read •.• of Sir Richard Shelley, a Knight of 
Malta, and Grand Prior of the English Language, as 
being remarkable, not only for bravery, which was 
the common attribute of the Order, and consequently 
no great distinction, but for disinterested 
generosity. Bosio, the secretary and historian of 
the Knights of st. John, has recorded that 
notwi thstanding his extreme old age, which would 
have fully excused his attendance, he came to the 
support and relief of the Island of Malta, when it 
was besieged by the Turks, A.D. 1565. (19) 

In marked contrast to the preceding tale, which is colorful 

but entirely imaginary, this depiction of Sir Richard Shelley 

is apparently true, insofar as the chronicles of the period 

can be credited. Hogg adds the interesting bit of trivia which 

had apparently drawn his attention to this spurious Shelley 

ancestor, a gossipy account of a recent visit to Malta by "one 

of the family," perhaps Sir Percy, who had been informed that 

an unidentified group of people had been unsuccessful in their 

search for Sir Richard I s bones. Hogg comments wryly, "with 

what object they sought for them was not stated" (19), and 

drops the subject. The purpose of this interlude is apparently 

to support the idea of a chivalric element in Shelley's family 

background with a more sUbstantial example. This connection is 

strengthened by the return in the next paragraph to the 

"wonderful child" and the testimony of "his relatives" (Le. 

Hellen) to the gentleness, affection, and intelligence of 

Shelley as a boy, an inheritance, perhaps, from this 
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distinguished ancestor. Unfortunately for Hogg's credibility, 

however, the celebrated Sir Richard died celibate and 

consequently produced no descendants in any branch of the 

Shelley family.~ 

The remainder of the first chapter, consisting almost 

entirely of Hellen's letters, contains only one more tidbit of 

this sort, interpolated by Hogg into the second letter. Hellen 

has been speaking of the fanciful tales wi th which the 

fledgling poet had entertained his younger sisters, including 

stories of a "Great Tortoise" which lived in Warnham Pond. 

Hogg comments: 

I never heard Shelley mention the "Great Tortoise," 
but he spoke often of the "Great Old Snake." It was 
a snake of unusual magnitude, which had inhabited 
the gardens at Field Place for several generations, 
and which, according to tradition, had been known, 
as the "Old Snake," three hundred years ago. It was 
killed, accidentally, through the carelessness of 
the gardener, in mowing the grass: killed by the 
same fatal instrument with which the uni versa 1 
destroyer, Time, kills everything besides, -- by 
that two-handed engine, the scythe. There is so 
strong an affinity between serpents and all 
imaginative and demoniacal characters, that I 
cannot but regret to have entirely forgotten the 
legends of the "Old Snake"; narratives perfectly 
true, no doubt, -- not with the common-place of 
ordinary matters of fact, but with the far higher 
truth of poetical veraci ty and mythological 
necessi ty. (21) 

95 Sir Richard seems to have been a very distant "great 
uncle" to both the Field Place Shelleys and the more 
illustrious Michelgrove Shelleys. See the genealogy appended 
to Ingpen's Shelley in England, which is probably accurate 
from the fifteenth century forward, however spurious it may be 
for the earlier centuries. 
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This passage, one of the few interpolations in the Life which 

are clearly marked as such through the use of square brackets 

and the initial "H." as signature, establishes the rationale 

behind the "fairy tale" or mythical elements in this chapter 

(and elsewhere). The "imaginative and demoniacal character" is 

obviously Shelley, with "demoniacal" used primarily in the 

classical sense of being motivated or inspired by a semi

divine spirit or "genius" but with a hint, perhaps, of the 

more usual modern sense. Hogg's claim that he has forgotten 

the legends of the Old Snake may be disingenuous: it appears 

from the documents in the Abinger collection that Lady Shelley 

supplied him with a seventeenth-century account of the legend 

(proof that it was part of local lore and not a figment of the 

"demoniacal" Shelley's imagination) which Hogg chose not to 

use. (It may be, however, that Lady Shelley secured this 

document at a later date, in which case Hogg's disclaimer was 

probably true.) Hogg's version of the Old Snake legend is less 

important than the confession which it leads him to make 

regarding "truth" as presented in the Life. The fact that 

Hogg's only acknowledged interpolation involving Hellen's 

letters relates to the subject of myth as truth underscores 

the importance of this view to Hogg with regard to his 

depiction of Shelley, whom he elsewhere refers to as "a poet 

and a necromancer" (Letter 14). 
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Chapter II, which deals almost exclusively with Shelley 

at Eton, develops the necromancer theme more directly through 

the ghost anecdote already discussed and through a three-page 

autobiographical digression on Hogg's own limited experience 

with "the Black Art" (35-8). Though he justifies this anecdote 

as "illustrat[ing] the life of Shelley by [a] parallel 

passage. from [his] own" ( 3 5 ) , Hogg sneaks in an 

irrelevant recollection of the plum pudding served at his 

school to celebrate the Treaty of Amiens (35-6) and the 

distinction (all-important in his eyes) between his own 

"classical school" for "young gentlemen" and the "commercial 

academy" with which it shared a playground (36). The story 

itself, which he develops in great detail, involves a young 

"blackamoor's" unsuccessful attempt to raise the devil. Hogg 

does not remember the rites performed but does remember, or so 

he says, that the devil was to appear first as a black pin 

found under a hat, then as a black dog, then as "a huge black 

bull, exceedingly fierce, terrible, and dangerous," and 

finally in his own shape. He also "remembers," word for word, 

the dialogue exchanged on the occasion, in spite of its having 

occurred about fifty-three years before. Like most highly 

developed accounts of childhood memories, this one is suspect 

as to accuracy of detail, both in description and in dialogue, 

a matter I will not pursue here, since the whole story is 

silly at best and its relevance to Shelley biography nil. It 
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does, however, illustrate Hogg's concept of the biographer's 

role, or rather, his overpowering temptation to write about 

himself under any pretext, however slight, and his willingness 

to push aside the ostensible subject of the biography in order 

to do so. This particular anecdote allows him not only to step 

into the limelight but, simultaneously, to present himself as 

a foil to the ostensibly fatuous Shelley. In the fragment 

preceding this anecdote, the young Shelley runs through a 

graveyard, simultaneously seeking ghosts and fleeing from the 

devil. In marked contrast, the young Hogg here presented 

stands in a schoolyard calmly contemplating the futile efforts 

of a "blackamoor" to raise the devil. Here, as in the Oxford 

chapters which employ this tactic throughout, Hogg is the 

voice of reason (or common sense) and Shelley is the victim of 

his imagination. 

The playful passage at the end of this autobiographical 

interlude is worth quoting in part, if only as an insight into 

the mind of this unorthodox biographer and his rather 

distorted view of biographical truth: 

I had read Paradise Lost at that time [age eleven 
or twelve], not regularly through, but yet almost 
the whole of it. Jacob Tonson's edition. • . used 
always to lie on the table at home, with Boswell's 
Life of Johnson and Tristram Shandy ..•• Tonson's 
Mil ton was a nice book for a boy, for it had 
plates, in which the devils were represented with 
handsome long tails. These sporting figures tempted 
me to read the book, a bit here and a bit there. I 
understood little of what I read, but I was fully 
convinced that such grand, pompous, 
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consequential fellows as they plainly were, would 
never leave Pandemonium and come up in our common 
play-ground, merely to gratify the grinning negro 
and his commercial companions •••. If • • . the 
blackamoor ever actually raised the devil, it must 
have been on some occasion when I was not present. 
(38) 

This passage, though marred by racial and class prejudice, is 

almost the sole occasion on which Hogg looks back with 

amusement on his former self. Nevertheless, we are expected to 

see a contrast between the simultaneously smug and naive 

attitude of the twelve-year-old Hogg and that of the equally 

naive eighteen-year-old Shelley, whom Hogg depicts as 

listening eagerly to this tale, rapturously vowing to visit 

Africa, "that wonderful country" where magic was often 

successfully performed, and wishing to make the acquaintance 

of "our negro, esteeming him, doubtless, as a most valuable 

acquaintance, and wishing, probably, to write to him and to 

make him his friend" (38). Despite the qualifiers ("doubtless" 

and "probably") Hogg's tone of thinly veiled contempt seems to 

indicate a belief that Shelley really did harbor these 

desires, which Hogg seems to consider unworthy of a gentleman 

and an Oxford student. 

After transcribing Mary's Quarterly Review fragment and 

the Halliday letter (both discussed above) as more or less 

related to the "necromancer" theme, which is itself related to 

the "fairy tale" and "chivalric" elements through the shared 

motifs of magic and make-believe, Hogg throws in a last 
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anecdote whose only apparent connection with the preceding 

materials is the common thread of Eton. Having finished with 

Halliday, whose letter ends with an apology for having no 

anecdotes to provide, Hogg himself (as official biographer) 

provides an anecdote on the notorious Dr. Keate (41-2), known 

for "[having] flogged half the ministers, secretaries, 

bishops, generals, and dukes of the present century" (qtd. in 

Dowden 1:21). Hogg had, of course, no personal knowledge of 

Dr. Keate, but that was of little consequence since the old 

schoolmaster was already a figure of legend. Hogg's anecdote 

begins with a description of lithe head-master of Eton 

school 1196 as "a short-necked, short-legged man; thick-set, 

powerful, and very active" (41). These details are for the 

most part accurate, as can be determined through a famous 

silhouette published in Alexander Kinglake's Eothen (1845) and 

the testimony of Eton pupils contemporary with Shelley. But 

Hogg cannot rest content with an objective description. 

"[Keate's] countenance," he says, 

resembled that of a bull-dog; the expression was 
not less sweet and bewitching; his eyes, his nose, 
and especially his mouth were exactly like that 
comely and engaging animal; and so were his short, 
crooked legs. It was said in the school, that old 
Keate could pin and hold a bull with his teeth • . 

96 This phrase is slightly misleading, since Keate, as 
indicated earlier, was headmaster only for a brief portion of 
Shelley's Eton career. 
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• .97 Discipline, wholesome and necessary in 
moderation, was carried by him to an excess; it is 
reported, that on one morning he flogged eighty 
boys. Al though he was rigid, coarse, and 
despotical, some affirm that# on the whole, he was 
not unjust, nor altogether devoid of kindness. His 
behaviour was accounted vulgar and ungentlemanlike, 
and therefore he was peculiarly odious to the 
gentlemen of the school, especially to the refined 
and aristocratical Shelley. Being universally 
unpopular, to torment him was excusable, 
legitimate, and even commendable. In school, the 
headmaster sate [sic] enthroned in a spacious 
elevated desk, enclosed on all sides, like a pew, 
with two doors, one on each side. These the boys 
one morning screwed fast. The Doctor entered the 
school at eleven o'clock, advanced to his desk, 
tried to open one door, and found it was fastened. 
He went round, grinning, growling, and snarling, to 
the other side; the door there had been secured 
also. Then turning furiously to the boys, he said: 

"You think to keep me out, eh! You think I 
cannot get in here, eh! But I will soon show you 
the difference, eh!" 

The desk was as high as the breast of an 
ordinary man, and as high as the little Doctor's 
head, but laying his hand on it, he lightly vaulted 
in. The season was summer; in school old Keate wore 
a long gown and cassock, and in warm weather, it 
seemed, nothing under them; for in his leap, the 
learned and revered Doctor displayed not only his 
agility, but his naked stern, all lower integuments 
being wanting. The unwonted spectacle was saluted 
with loud cheers, and a hearty laugh. The mutinous 
explosion inflamed his wrath to the utmost. 

"You shall pay for this, eh! I will make some 
of you suffer for it, eh!" 

However, nothing came of it; the enraged and 
insulted pedagogue could not discover the 
offenders. The screws had been bought by two boys, 
a tall boy and a short one. That was all the 
detectives could find out. (41-2) 

97 I have here omitted a reference to Keate's predecessor, 
Dr. Goodall, whose character Hogg represents on hearsay as 
"correspond[ing] precisely with his name." 
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This anecdote, which ends the chapter, is presented without 

commentary, but the heavily ironic descriptions and 

comparisons (e.g. the "bewitching" expression of a bull-dog) 

make it clear that Hogg is not interested in revising the 

Keatean legend. The somewhat coarse humor of this anecdote, 

which may be partially responsible for the charges of 

vulgari ty brought against Hogg by the reviewers (and his 

former friend, Leigh Hunt), is not quite consistent with 

Hogg's view of himself as "fastidious" (33), but perhaps he 

views the vulgarity as arising not from his own narrative but 

from the "vulgar and ungentlemanlike" Keate (41) whom he is 

depicting. The source of Hogg's anecdote is not clear,98 but 

it appears to be an exaggerated account of a real incident, 

recounted more accurately in H. C. Maxwell Lyte's History of 

Eton College, 384. Hogg has embellished the anecdote, whatever 

its source, supplying details from his own imagination to add 

humor and verisimilitude. If the story has any purpose besides 

cornie filler, it is probably to conceal Hogg's ignorance of 

the Eton period. "The refined and aristocratical Shelley," 

mentioned only as a foil to the "coarse and despotical" Keate, 

does not even appear as a witness to the cornie scene. 

98 Shelley himself may have related the story to Hogg 
despite the "invincible repugnance to the comic" which Hogg 
attributes to him (88), or Hogg may have heard it as a piece 
of gossip from the same "Eton men" who informed him that 
Shelley really set fire to a tree (tiL 39). 
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Intentionally or otherwise the Keate story complements the 

"fairy-tale elements," providing in lieu of giants and demons 

a real-life villain, simultaneously wicked and comic, as 

befits a "biography" intended to be amusing. 

The overall effect of the first two chapters is to remove 

the future poet's life and character from the realm of 

reality. The sentimental fragments of Mary's intended 

biography contribute their bit to the angelic myth despite 

Hagg's alterations and attacks, as does the Halliday letter 

despite its calmer tone. Hellen's letters, though more 

detailed and realistic than their companion materials, are 

limited in scope and perspective, random reminiscences of the 

"outward life" (19) of an eccentric boy as seen by his little 

sister, with no insight into the mind of the thwarted genius 

or the frustrations which produced his aberrant behavior. 

Though not quite a caricature, her depiction of her brother 

contributes to Hogg's variation on the angel myth: Shelley as 

mischievous and overly imaginative innocent. 

Hogg's own contributions -- the proverb on "Saturday's 

moon," the near-legendary beauty of Shelley's sisters and 

mother, the sir Guyon legend, and even the Keate anecdote -

add to the delusion that Shelley was in every way unlike 

ordinary mortals but do nothing to augment our knowledge of 

the future poet's life and character, much less the 

development of his mind. Even the few new facts brought in by 
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Hogg (that Shelley was born on a Saturday and that sion House 

Academy was a "gloomy brick building") are of small 

importance. Only the third paragraph of Chapter I, with its 

listing of Shelley's sisters and brother in proper 

chronological sequence by birth date, and the naming, near the 

end of the same chapter, of Dr. Greenlaw as the Sion House 

master provide new information of any significance. Hogg has 

suppressed the tales he has heard or read of Shelley's 

schooldays on the grounds that they do not "bear the impress 

of truth" (29),99 thereby forcing later biographers to find 

their information in still later testimonials, all of them 

warped in some degree by the atmosphere of legend which 

pervaded all discussions of Shelley in the nineteenth century 

and helped to shape the "memories" of the old men who provided 

these belated reminiscences. 100 He does not even mention 

Shelley's literary projects at this time, which include the 

99 Hellen makes a similar assertion: "My reminiscences 
must necessarily be limited to a few early years, for the 
tales of others, with regard to my brother, do not appear to 
me truthful" ( 27). ( It is possible, of course, that this 
sentence is a Hoggian interpolation intended to discredit both 
Hellen and the unnamed "others.") 

100 Even the letters of W. H. Merle and Andrew Amos, both 
written in 1848, are, as Cameron puts it, "colored by the 
passing of years and Shelley's subsequent reputation" (YS 10); 
Merle is clearly influenced by Medwin (or at least by the 
review of Medwin's book to which he is responding). Later 
writers, whose views of Shelley were further influenced, 
directly or indirectly, by Hogg and Lady Shelley, are even 
less trustworthy. 
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Gothic novels Zastrozzi and st. Irvyne and the volume of 

original Poetry to which his sister Elizabeth contributed two 

poems. He gives no indication of Shelley's developing 

political interests or the all-important development of his 

thought. He does not even show the deficiencies in Shelley's 

character, the most serious being a temper easily excited to 

rage. 

The "Divine Poet," doomed to temporal neglect for having 

been born on a Saturday yet destined for immortal glory as a 

"king of song"; the "heaven-born child" whose sisters were 

extraordinarily beautiful and whose ancestors were knights 

~ nru.u;:, but whose own early years are a biographical 

cipher; the "ever loving, and universally beloved boy" whose 

younger sister has kindly supplied some "interesting details" 

despite her limited knowledge, and whose poor mourning dove of 

a widow has written her "inaccurate," "exaggerated" and 

necessarily second-hand testimonies of the "immortal dead" 

with a quill pulled from her own wing; the ailing Eton boy 

whose fevered brain produced the illusion that his father 

intended to send him to a madhouse, and whose prank of 

exploding a tree at Eton was neither a scientific experiment 

nor a blow against tyranny but a mere "piece of boyish 

mischief" intended to terrify a "timid old gentlewoman"; the 

still naive Oxford student unable to comprehend the advantages 

of fagging so obvious to his "fastidious and exclusive" 

--------



296 

friend: these glimpses show the boy Shelley as Hogg wishes to 

depict him and foreshadow the Divine Poet yet to come. (Of 

him, too, we are allowed one glimpse. Soon to disappear 

forever from the earth, he apologizes belatedly for his 

"neglect ll of the friend to whom he dedicates an otherwise 

worthless essay.) 

Through suppression, alteration, plagiarism, and pure 

invention, Hogg conceals his ignorance of Shelley's early 

years and provides the foundations for the fully developed 

myth of the later chapters of the Lifg. The combination of his 

own fairy-tale elements with the controlled and altered 

testimony of Mary, Hellen, and Halliday produces the all too 

attractive picture of a fledgling poet simultaneously 

inhabi ting two imaginary worlds, the supernatural and the 

scientific. Tying together the experiments with fire and 

electricity on the one hand and the impersonations of fiends 

on the other, Hogg's emulator Dowden comments: "The fairy-land 

of science lay bordering the land of fantasy and romance; to 

pass from one to the other was easy" (1: 10). But this 

connection between Shelleyan science and Shelleyan fantasy, 

valid though it is, need not have been expressed in quite 

these terms, and would not have been but for the influence of 

Hogg. The emphasis on imagination in Hogg's borrowed (and 

al tered) materials juxtaposed with his own fairy-tale elements 

has created a lovable but limited Shelley unable to comprehend 
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reality or function as a normal inhabitant of the mundane 

world, the juvenile precursor of a Divine Poet who is 

simultaneously an eternal child. 
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V. OXFORD: A HOGG'S EYE VIEW 

At the opposite extreme from the problem of gaps which 

had plagued Hogg in writing the first two chapters of his Life 

of Shelley was the dilemma he faced in writing the Oxford 

chapters (III through VIII). For this period, Hogg had no need 

(at least in his own view) for outside sources; he had known 

Shelley well and his materials were already at hand. The 

question was to what degree he should alter them. His 1832 

articles on Shelley at Oxford had been well received both by 

the reading public and by Shelley's friends when they appeared 

in serial form, but they had not been printed as he wrote them 

a maj or obj ection against them in Hogg' s view. 1 His own 

wish was not to reprint the Oxford articles in the edited form 

which the public knew and loved but 

to restore them, as nearly as possible[,] to their 
original condition, as they were written by myself, 
and as they stood before they underwent editorial 
censorship. (HL 10) 2 

The choice, as he saw it, was between his version and 

Bulwer'si the possibility that the articles might need further 

1 See Chapter III for a discussion of Hogg's resistance 
to Bulwer's editorial "censorship." 

2 The grammatically superfluous "as" clauses underscore, 
through emphatic repetition, the importance of the distinction 
between the articles as "written by myself" and as "censored" 
by the obtuse and heartless Bulwer, who could not appreciate 
their merits. Further revision of his "marine treasures" (7) 
was clearly unnecessary in his view. 
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revision to correct their defects does not seem to have 

occurred to him. 

A similar dilemma faced him with regard to his other 

source, thirteen letters to himself from Shelley (and two 

fragmentary manuscripts) ,3 none of which had ever been read by 

anyone else. These papers (and many others) he had filed away 

in his law chambers for almost forty years (Letters 1 and 2), 

omitting them from his Oxford articles and withholding them 

even from Mary.4 Suppressing these papers had enabled him not 

only to conceal such matters as his youthful atheism and his 

"love" for Shelley's sister Elizabeth but to present himself 

in the Oxford articles as a sensible foil to the eccentric 

Shelley. Since publishing the letters as written would undo 

this carefully constructed picture, his only options were to 

alter the letters to fit the picture or to continue their 

3 All of these letters had been written during the 
winter vacation between Shelley's first and second terms at 
Oxford -- thirteen letters to the same person in one month. 
(The bulk of Shelley's letters to Hogg were written somewhat 
later, after their mutual expulsion on March 25, 1811, but 
before the breach in their friendship in December of the same 
year. ) 

4 In August 1824, Mary thanked Hogg for lending her some 
letters but added plaintively, "I entreat you not to deny me 
a loan of the former ones" -- undoubtedly those written before 
her acquaintance with Hogg began in October 1814 (MWSL 1:448) . 
Hogg, however, ignored her request (1:449 n. 1). In December 
1838, when she was editing Shelley's poems for publication, he 
again told her that he had no suitable letters and added, "As 
to biography and the history of his stUdies, the less said the 
better. It would not be expedient to tell the truth at 
present" (2:302 n.4). Not expedient for Hogg, certainly. 
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suppression. This dilemma (distortion vs. suppression) was in 

fact an extension or complication of the previous question, or 

rather both could be reduced to one overall problem: how to 

use two sets of valuable but conflicting materials without 

creating two contradictory pictures or harming his own public 

image. Though he had promised Lady Shelley that he would try 

to "restore [the Oxford] articles to their original state" 

(Letter 2) and stated in the same letter that "to falsify 

documents wod be to injure the faith of history, & to destroy 

the credit of our book," Letter 2), he ultimately chose to 

break his word by publishing the edited articles and violate 

his honor by altering the letters. 

The consequences of this decision would have gratified 

Hogg if he had lived to see them; the Oxford chapters have 

been largely immune to the criticism aimed at the rest of the 

book. Here more than anywhere else in the Life, Hogg has 

accomplished his objective of creating a "pleasing picture" 

whose very defects (comedy and exaggeration) add to its charm. 

As Dowden puts it in the Introduction to his 1906 edition of 

Hogg's Life of Shelley: 

Nothing. can be more animated, nothing more 
sympathetic than Hogg's account of Shelley at 
Oxford. We have only to allow for some errors in 
detail, and to take into account the writer's point 
of view. [as] a man of the world ... [with] a 
keen eye and a mocking tongue [for] the foibles and 
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individuals [especially Shelley]. (xiii)s 
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[other] 

widely regarded even today as the most entertaining and 

believable portion of the Life, these frequently quoted 

chapters have seldom been questioned, in part because they 

seem authentic and in part because such reputable Shelley 

scholars as Edmund Blunden,6 N. I. White,7 and more recently, 

S It is somewhat disconcerting to find a similar view 
expressed by one of Dowden's detractors, Robert Metcalf smith, 
a twentieth-century advocate of the diabolical school: 

So captivating was the Shelley of Hogg's portrayal, so 
destined to immortality, that Mary died in 1851 with the 
hope that Hogg would be Shelley's biographer" (26). 

smith quotes a letter from Mary to Moxon dated July 14, 1841: 
What I should like would be if Mr. Hogg would write an 
Essay on Shelley's life, and writings ..•. Perhaps you 
would see him and learn what it would cost, & then I 
would write to him & arrange it on my own account. 
(Shelley Library 113-114, qtd. Legend 172) 

6 Following Dowden's precedent, Blunden believes that the 
Oxford account is humorously exaggerated but essentially 
authentic. Blunden, whose attitude toward Hogg and his 
writings is remarkably inconsistent, remarks in his article, 
"Shelley is Expelled," 

For many years it has been demonstrated that Hogg' s 
writings about Shelley are largely fiction, and they will 
be exposed more and more as time goes on, (22) 

yet both this article and his biography of Shelley are heavily 
influenced by Hogg's depictions of himself and his friend. 
Blunden calls the Oxford chapters the "best portion" of Hogg' s 
unfinished biography even though he sees them as influenced by 

Hogg's notion that he was a humorous genius entitled to 
a very free use of literal truth, as well as a calm and 
senior mind capable of viewing a young erratic Shelley 
with educational patience, (50) 

a sentiment which indicates a degree of confusion between Hogg 
as narrator and Hogg as character. Any flaws in the account 
are, Blunden believes, merely the resul t of Hogg' s 
"extraordinary egotism" which later biographers have somehow 
overlooked (50). 
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Richard Holmes8 have been reluctant to criticize them. But the 

Oxford chapters were written to conceal Hogg's own "foibles" 

as well as his role in Shelley's "follies." They are not free, 

as R. A. Streatfeild claims, from the "inaccuracies. . • that 

disfigure Hogg's later production" (vi), nor do they provide 

a sound foundation on which "all accounts of Shelley at Oxford 

must be based," as White believes {1:587).9 These much-loved 

chapters are as misleading and inaccurate as the later 

portions of the book, which, being less readable, are more 

widely condemned. Indeed, the Oxford chapters are the 

framework around which the later portions were built. 

7 White, like Blunden, concedes Hogg's "extreme egotism" 
and fondness for exaggeration but does not consider these 
small flaws or Hogg's penchant for altering letters sufficient 
grounds for doubting his overall credibility (1:587). Hogg's 
"information," in White's view, "vivifies and perhaps slightly 
distorts our picture of Shelley at Oxford" (1: 79, my italics) • 

8 Holmes, who incorrectly describes the 1832 articles 
(collectively entitled "Percy Bysshe Shelley at Oxford") as "a 
long article. . entitled 'Reminiscences of Shelley at 
Oxford'," does not distinguish the Oxford chapters from the 
rest of the Life, which he describes as "brilliantly 
anecdotal, but consistently humorous and facetious, with a 
great deal of [Hogg's] own autobiography intermixed" (41 n.). 
Though he expresses sympathy for Hogg because "his own life 
was partially crippled by his connection with Shelley" (41 
n.), his view is otherwise very similar to that of White and 
Blunden. At no point does Holmes indicate that Hogg, whom he 
views a "a very down-to-earth personality" (42), has seriously 
distorted the narrative portions of the Oxford chapters. 

9 Even Kenneth Neill Cameron, who is much more critical 
than White of the Life as a whole, considers the Oxford 
chapters to be, perhaps by default, "our main source for 
Shelley's life at Oxford" (Young Shelley 17). 
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Long before the 1858 Life appeared, the 1832 "Shelley at 

Oxford" articles had become public property, helping to shape 

the popular conception of the poet and at the same time 

providing "evidence" to support that conception. Bulwer' s 

note, prefaced to the sixth and "last" of the "curious and 

instructive sketches for which we are indebted to the early 

friend of Shelley," expresses the view of most contemporary 

readers: 

We believe that no writings have been more 
faithfully illustrative of the character they tend 
to describe; and we heartily wish their author 
could be tempted to give the world a complete 
history of one whose peculiar and subtle nature he 
so well comprehends. (NMM 38:505) 

This endorsement by an influential editor may have enhanced 

the popularity of the (edited) articles, but Hogg's colorful 

anecdotes would have found an audience in any case. Copied 

soon after their appearance in the New Monthly Magazine by a 

variety of periodicals and put into circulation again via 

Medwin's 1847 Life, the anecdotes were widely regarded as "the 

most lifelike portrait of the poet left by any of his 

contemporaries" (Streatfeild V).l0 Although the articles had 

been published anonymously, their authorship was not the 

perfect secret Hogg evidently believed it to be, his identity 

as Shelley's coadjutor having been brought before a small 

10 R. A. Streatfeild, whose introduction is quoted here, 
republished the Oxford articles as a continuous narrative in 
1904, two years before Dowden's edition of the complete Life. 
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segment of the British public in 1826, only four years after 

Shelley's death. 11 Medwin's accreditation of his borrowed 

material destroyed what remained of Hogg's anonymity, with the 

result that Hogg's expulsion from Oxford (a disgrace he had 

attempted to conceal in the articles) became public knowledge. 

He was compensated for this slight notoriety by the noble 

motives attributed to him12 and by his newly acquired 

reputation as the chief authority on Shelley's Oxford period. 

Unfortunately for Hogg's sensitive ego, these credentials 

rested on the articles as they had been published, not as they 

had been written; his readers expected him to reprint the 

articles they knew and loved. As Hogg puts it: 

. . • many hero-worshippers have informed me, that 
they desire to procure a copy of the identical 
sketches, which they had formerly viewed with 

11 John Joseph Stockdale, the publisher of Shelley's 
Gothic novel, st. Iryyne, had revealed the identity of 
Shelley's radical accomplice in his Budget of "All That Is 
Good, and Noble, and Amiable, in the Country" (1826-27). 
Despite his impression that Hogg (who had submitted his 
radical novel, Leonora, to Stockdale for pUblication) had "a 
mind ... infinitely beneath that of his friend," Stockdale 
suspected Hogg of being "the "master spirit [leading Shelley] 
astray" (4:26), a notion which may be more valid than it has 
generally been regarded as being given Stockdale'S transparent 
motive of self-vindication. Stockdale indicates that Shelley 
was seeking "anti-Christian works," including Godwin's 
Political Justice, ca. Nov. 13, 1810 just after his 
acquaintance with Hogg began. 

12 Even Cameron labels as "generous" Hogg' s admission that 
if Shelley were guilty he shared the guilt (24). 
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satisfaction,13 and which were almost inaccessible 
to purchasers [after 1832]. . .• ( 8 ) 

One "meritorious worshipper," he claims, '''copied [the 

articles] in manuscript, that he might possess them, and lend 

them to his friends'" (10); another, engaged in writing his 

own Life of Shelley, demanded permission to reprint Hogg's 

articles in "his precious work" (8).~ 

The decision to satisfy the "hero-worshippers" should 

have been easy for an overworked, elderly man, "only too apt 

to fall into languor & inaction" as he confesses to Lady 

Shelley in Letter 11. He need only mark up the printed copy, 

removing page numbers and other irrelevancies and assigning 

new chapter numbers, and the effort would be complete. But 

Hogg's remark in his Preface that he "yielded, . not 

without reluctance, to [the hero-worshippers'] request" (10) 

13 This claim, it may be noted, is not consistent with his 
claim in Letter 2 that the original, unedited articles were 
"too favourable" to Shelley. "Hero-worshippers" \oJould 
logically prefer Hogg' s "favourable" original, if they knew of 
its existence, to a less "favourable" edited version. Either 
these readers are not "hero-worshippers" or the articles as 
edited still appeared "favourable" from their perspective. The 
latter appears to be the case: Shelley's admirers at this time 
wanted exactly what Hogg and Bulwer together had given them, 
an entertaining and harmless Shelley. The reader who wants a 
politically active young champion of reform whose reason is as 
well developed as his imagination will no doubt find the 
articles less pleasing. 

14 The reference here is probably to c. S. Middleton 
rather than to Medwin, since Hogg refers to him as a "total 
stranger" (8). 
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is an uncharacteristic understatement. He would have much 

preferred to restore his "pearls" to their original form (7). 

Hogg's chief objection to reprinting the articles 

"precisely as they appeared. . . in the New Monthly Magazine" 

was his belief that the edited articles were inferior to his 

original manuscript. Although Bulwer's emendations were 

probably "salutary, " at least wi th regard to style 

(streatfeild vi-vii), they did not appear so from Hogg' s 

perspective. 15 Twenty-five years after his unwilling 

"submi[ssion] to the requirements and restraints of 

bibliopolar discipline" (5), the old man still regarded the 

omission of a few passages and the constraints imposed on his 

15 The extent of Bulwer's alterations to all but one of 
these articles cannot be precisely determined because the 
autograph manuscripts are missing. The British Museum 
Catalogue states that folios 38-54 of the manuscript of Volume 
I (Add. MS. 43803) consist of "printed sheets of three of 
Hogg's articles on Shelley at Oxford ... taken from the New 
Monthly Maga2;;i:ale, xxxv, 1832, pp. 321-330 (of which the 
autograph is Add. MS. 43805, ff. 8-29 ... ) and 505-513, and 
xxxviii, 1833, pp. 17-29" (236). 

More simply, Hogg used the printed text of his fifth and 
sixth "Shelley at Oxford" articles (NMM 35:321-330 and 505-
513) and of the separate article on Shelley's expulsion (NMM 
38:17-29) as part of his manuscript but apparently provided a 
transcript of the earlier articles (one through four) which 
are not mentioned here. Oddly, Hogg used the printed version 
of the fifth article, even though the autograph manuscript 
(the only one now available) must have been in his possession. 
The BMC indicates that this manuscript differs from the NMM 
(and HL) texts in folios 11, 13, 14, 16, and 17; that is, on 
five of its 21 pages (237). These changes, as I have argued in 
Chapter III, were probably not extensive. (I intend to order 
this manuscript and pursue the matter further. See Chapter 
III. ) 
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tone as "editorial censorship" (HL 10, 7) .16 In a less than 

truthful letter to Lady Shelley (dated April 20, 1857), Hogg' s 

resentment takes the form of false accusations: 

"The Shelley Papers," it appears,D were 
discontinued to make room for some contributions of 
Lady Blessington's. -- In five & twenty years I had 
forgotten this.-- B[ulwer] omitted many things, & 
altered the Papers, as being too favourable. 
(Letter 2, italics in original) 

The latter statement is inaccurate with regard to Bulwer's 

edi torial motives, which I have discussed in the previous 

chapter, and the former statement, on Lady Blessington is 

contributions to the New Monthly Magazine, is completely 

false: 18 her articles on Byron (with occasional references to 

16 Hogg's tone in his 1832 manuscript may have resembled 
that in the later portions of the Life, which did not undergo 
editorial alteration. If so, Bulwer' s "constraints" were fully 
justified; far from being "too favourable," Hogg's tone may 
well have reflected, through irony and hyperbole, a kind of 
amused contempt. If so, it was no small matter. Tone was, in 
fact, one of the Shelleys' chief objections to the 1858 Life. 
After indicating in a letter to Hogg that "[his] feelings as 
well as those of [his] father's sisters [had] been much hurt 
by the indiscreet use which [Hogg had] made of the materials 

provided [to him]," Sir Percy adds, "The course of 
events which you are now entering on in my father's biography 
[i.e. the elopement with Mary and its aftermath] naturally 
makes me anxious as to the tone and spirit with which you will 
treat them." (see Appendix.) 

17 Hogg has also, "it appears," forgotten the name of his 
own articles ("Percy Bysshe Shelley at oxford"), confusing it 
with Medwin's "Shelley Papers," which were based on Shelleyan 
juvenilia in Medwin's possession. 

18 Even this obscure misstatement from one of Hogg' s 
letters (as partially published in R. Glynn Grylls' Mary 
Shelley 288) has been repeated as true in the belief that 
remarks by Hogg, the enemy of the angelic school, need not be 
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Shelley, all favorable)19 began in the July 1832 issue of the 

New Monthly Magazine, in which Hogg's fourth article also 

appeared. Her second article, in the August issue, was 

followed by Hogg's fifth article in October and his sixth in 

December. Her third and final instalment appeared in February 

1833, three months before Hogg's final article on Shelley's 

expulsion. In short, her articles did not displace his or 

affect them in any way. Whether Hogg' s assertion to the 

contrary is a falsehood or an error, it apparently reflects a 

checked for accuracy. Robert Metcalf smith quotes it, along 
with Hoggls claim that the Oxford articles were intended as 
the first step toward a "full and authentic" life of Shelley 
(HL 5) and an excerpt from Bulwer's letter to Hogg as printed 
in Hogg's Preface (HL 6-7), questioning neither the accuracy 
of the claims nor the authenticity of the letter (Legend 172) . 

19 To alter Hogg' s articles as being "too favourable" and 
later cancel them in favor of Lady Blessington's 
"contributions" would have indicated a strange inconsistency 
in Bulwer's editorial policy. She depicts Lord Byron as 
standing on a balcony looking out to sea and mourning for his 
lost friend: 

You should have known Shelley to feel how much I must 
regret him. He was the most gentle, most amiable, and 
least worldly minded person I ever met; full of delicacy, 
disinterested beyond all other men, and possessing a 
degree of genius, joined to a simplicity, as rare as it 
is admirable. He had formed to himself a beau ideal of 
all that is fine, high-minded and noble, and he acted up 
to this ideal even to the very letter. He had a most 
brilliant imagination, but a total want of worldly
wisdom. I have seen nothing like him, and never shall 
again, I am certain. (NMM 34:140) 

Assuming that even the contributions of a countess must 
undergo the rigors of "editorial censorship" if the periodical 
is to reflect "an oneness of opinion in all the papers" (HL 
6), one wonders what this passage was like before it was 
altered as being "too favourable." 
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psychological need to turn Bulwer into a scapegoat, falsely 

accusing him of discontinuing the Oxford articles and 

misreading his motives for altering such priceless "pearls" 

(HL 7) .20 

This resentment is further shown by the great lengths to 

which Hogg went to prevent similar editorial "interference" in 

the 1858 Life. "Our Book," he tells Lady Shelley rather late 

in the correspondence, 

• . • will certainly succeed if I can exclude all 
interference. I gave the strictest injunctions, 
that no person whatever is to see the MS, or any 
part of it, &, no doubt, these will be properly 
attended to. At present it is divided among many 
compositors, & consequently out of the reach of 
restless & officious curiosity, or intermeddling. 

(Letter 17) 

The persons prohibited from "intermeddling" included the 

publisher, Edward Moxon, and the Shelleys themselves. Such 

authorial tyranny was justified in Hogg I s view by the superior 

merits of his "love of a book," that "glorious luminary" which 

was to "quench" all opposition. Although this passage probably 

reflects Hogg I s fear that some "meddling" editor, or Lady 

Shelley herself, would detect and expose his alterations and 

20 Another attack on Bulwer begins calmly enough but gains 
momentum as the resentment builds. "I get on slowly, 0 so 
slowly! with The Last Days of Pompeii [a Bulwer novel]," Hogg 
tells Lady Shelley. "Say you have read it throl, to encourage 
me.-- Liberal or conservative; chosen or rejected; Knight, 
Baronet, or Esquire; Lytton Bulwer, or Bulwer Lytton; it is 
always the same thing; Selfconceit the most insufferable!" 
(Letter 6) 
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falsehoods, it also shows the extremely high regard in which 

he held his own work. The thought of these new volumes being 

edited as the Oxford articles had been was unendurable: 

It is certain, that I shall fall sick, 
languish & die, shd there be any hitch in the 
publication, shd a word, a syllable, be omitted, or 
altered. (Letter 14) 

Given such paranoid egotism, neither his intention to restore 

the Oxford articles "to their original condition" (10) nor his 

reluctance to reprint them in edited form is surprising; 

indeed his decision to "yield" to a reading public incapable 

of distinguishing Bulwerls "worthless counterfeits" from his 

own "pearls" (7) is astounding. Apparently the public, too, 

serves as a scapegoat: their "demands" excuse him from the 

labor of restoring the manuscript to its original condition 

and at the same time allow him to release his frustration 

through the contemptuous label "hero-worshippers. ,,21 

From the standpoint of Hoggls reputation as well as his 

personal satisfaction, the decision to retain the "censored" 

version of the articles was jUdicious. The content of the 

articles was still his own -- Bulwer I s editing could have 

added nothing to the anecdotes and dialogues, however much it 

omitted. The style, too, was greatly improved; all 

21 See Chapter III for a discussion of this term, which 
implies a less than reverent attitude toward Shelley on Hoggls 
part, in an even more illogical context (the "vulgar daubers" 
passage, HL 8-9). 
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authorities agree that the Oxford section is the clearest and 

most readable portion of the book.22 Indeed, had Bulwer not 

pruned Hogg's sprawling vine, imposing a bit of order and 

clearing away the weeds to make it fit within the limited 

space available, Hogg's depiction of Shelley at Oxford might 

have been less popular and influential. Ironically, the very 

constraints against which Hogg struggled so fiercely prevented 

the reading public, including Shelley's friends, from 

recognizing his depiction of Shelley as a caricature. n 

Instead, the "constraints" not only insured that both his 

Shelley and his Hogg would be accepted as authentic portraits 

but enabled Hogg to resurrect them, minus the stylistic 

constraints, in the 1858 Life. 24 

22 Streatfeild, for example, says, "It is owing, no doubt, 
to [Bulwer' s] salutary influence that the style of Hogg' s 
account of Shelley's Oxford days is so far superior to that of 
his later compilation" (vi-vii). Even Dowden, who views Hogg 
as an "admirable ... raconteur" (HL xix), surmises that the 
articles" [may] have gained more than they lost -- though Hogg 
thought otherwise -- through the editorial restraints imposed 
by Bulwer" (xii). 

n This point will be dealt with momentarily. For the 
reactions of Mary and her friends to the Oxford articles, see 
Skylark 96, Legend 26, and Hunt's letter to Sir Percy Shelley 
(Appendix) . 

24 As this chapter will demonstrate, the Oxford articles, 
though less obviously ironic and somewhat more coherent than 
Hogg's unedited writing, are not fundamentally different from 
the rest of the book in their view of Shelley or even in the 
strategies employed. 
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The benefits of Bulwerls editing did not extend to Hoggls 

organization, which remained unsystematic. The articles as 

printed in the New Monthly Magazine follow no clear pattern or 

plan. The arrangement of the anecdotes is usually random, 

occasionally thematic, but almost never chronological. At 

least two stories (one on paper boats and one on pawning a 

solar microscope) belong to a later period (ca. 1812-1815).~ 

The instalments appear at irregular intervals of one to four 

months, and most begin or end at some arbitrary point in the 

narrative as if Hogg (or Bulwer) is attempting to "hook" the 

reader into reading the next episode. The first three are 

labeled "To be continued," but the fourth is labeled "To be 

concluded" (NMM 35:73), as if both Bulwer and Hogg expected 

the series to end with the fifth article. But it, like the 

~ Regarding the solar microscope story, which is unusual 
in being favorable to Shelley without ironic undermining, 
White comments that the story itself "has the ring of general 
truth" but Hoggls assertion that it occurred on his and 
Shelley I s "return. . . to town after the long vacation, at the 
end of October" cannot be accurate since "[in] October 1810 
Shelley and Hogg were not acquainted; [in October] 1811, they 
were already expelled" (1:594). In the paper boats segment, 
Hogg himself acknowledges having brought in material from a 
later date, but it is unclear whether his transitional phrase, 
"But to return to Oxford" (HL 62), applies only to the "mythic 
fable" he has just related (i.e. a story from another source 
than himself) or to the entire segment, which clearly blends 
events at Oxford with later events at Marlow. In one of his 
mild-mannered corrections of Hogg, Peacock, who did not know 
Shelley during the Oxford period, indicates that it was he who 
taught Shelley the art of making paper boats (Memoirs 53). 

~----------~~~ ---
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first three, is labeled "To be continued,,26 and the series 

resumes, for whatever reason, with a sixth article marked at 

the bottom of the first page with "concluded from 330" and at 

the bottom of the last page with a heavy black bar indicating 

the end of the series. v A bracketed note by Bulwer (quoted 

above) also states that the series has reached its end 

(38:505). The seventh and last article, though treated by 

later biographers as part of the series, cannot have been 

included in the original plan. It has its own title, "The 

History of Percy Bysshe Shelley I s Expulsion from Oxford," and 

neither Hoggls text nor Bulwerls notes connect it with the 

earlier series, concluded five months previously. This 

article, too, ends with a heavy black bar, marking it as 

26 Appropriately enough, the article ends with Shelley 
exclaiming, "It is finished 1" (35: 330). The phrase, which 
sounds biblical (if not sacrilegious), does not appear so in 
the context of the deliberately "silly" and "trivial" tale 
(35: 328) with which Hogg apparently intended to end the 
reminiscences. Perhaps Bulwer objected to this ending, either 
because it might offend his readers or because it was too 
undignified and the anecdote itself did not really focus on 
Shelley. In any case, the sixth article (the last of the 
"Shelley at Oxford" series) ends with the solar microscope 
anecdote mentioned in the previous note, the most favorable 
story in the entire collection. Though it could not have 
occurred during the Oxford period, it shows Shelley performing 
an act of genuine benevolence and Hogg, for once, having the 
grace to be ashamed of himself. For these reasons, Hogg must 
be forgiven for including it. 

27 The final sentence of this article speaks of "clos [ing] 
these sketches" (35: 513), a remark which strikes the reader as 
odd and somewhat confusing in the context of the 1858 Life, 
where it occurs at the end of Chapter 7, twenty-one chapters 
from the end of the book. 
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complete in itself. All of the articles are anonymous; Hogg is 

referred to (in notes by Bulwer) only as "our correspondent" 

(35:321) or "the early friend of Shelley" (35:505).u 

In the 1858 Life, Hogg found it necessary to rearrange 

these materials. The first four articles are combined in 

Chapter III, where they appear as a continuous series of 

anecdotes interrupted by occasional commentary or description. 

Al though the combined reminiscences are still organized on the 

principle of association rather than following a chronological 

sequence, the new arrangement is a decided improvement from 

the standpoint of the reader, who is no longer forced to 

search for scattered articles "embedded," as Hogg puts it, "in 

the body of a voluminous periodical" (10), or to begin and end 

his reading in medias res.~ The fifth, sixth, and seventh 

28 Bulwer appends two notes apiece to the fifth and sixth 
articles, one disagreeing with Hogg (35:321), one criticizing 
Shelley as depicted by Hogg (35:325), one explaining a fine 
point of Platonic doctrine to the reader (35:507), and one 
commending Hogg for his contributions (35: 505) . (The 
corresponding pages in Dowden's 1906 edition are 128, 133, 
143, and 140.) These notes do not appear in any edition of the 
Life. 

29 The second article as printed in NMM ends with Hogg, 
"a hungry and frozen pedestrian," watching in horror as 
Shelley, with the "infantine simplicity •.. of true genius," 
knocks his and Hogg's dinner into the fire (34:144). The third 
article opens with a continuation of this incident: "Our 
supper had disappeared under the grate" (34:343). Similarly, 
the third article ends and the fourth begins in the middle of 
an account of Shelley's accidental discovery of a secret 
garden which he peoples with an imaginary "Eve" and her 
younger sister (34:352, 35:65-66). 
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articles, though no longer scattered, retain their separate 

identi ties, each having a chapter to itself (VI, VII, and 

VIII), with two chapters of new material (letters and 

narrative) separating them from their companion articles in 

Chapter III. Even the expulsion chapter (VIII), originally 

separated from the others by time and title, is now linked to 

them through juxtaposition with Chapter VII. The readability 

of all the chapters is greatly enhanced in the 1858 Life (and 

subsequent editions) through paragraph breaks not present in 

the serial version, which also uses very small print. 3D These 

changes, however, are all matters of format. with the 

exception of a few typographical errors and the omission in 

the Life of Bulwer's notes, the content of Chapters III, VI, 

VII, and VIII in the Life is identical to that of the seven 

articles as they appeared in the New Monthly Magazine. 

Unlike the first two chapters of the 1858 Life, which 

attempt to reconstruct the Shelley Hogg did not know from 

other people's fragmentary memories, these chapters (and the 

articles from which they were created) attempt to reconstruct 

the Shelley he "knew better than anyone" from memory -- well-

3D Probably the division into chapters results from Hogg' s 
using "printed sheets" as manuscripts for these three chapters 
(BMC 236), whereas the paragraph breaks must have been 
introduced by some "meddling" editor since they occur in all 
of these chapters whether they were printed from a transcript 
(III) or from the printed text of the published article (VI, 
VII, and VIII). 
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seasoned with imagination and wishful thinking. The first 

chapter opens wi th an autobiographical segment on Hogg' s 

disappointment with Oxford (the reasons for which he did not 

disclose to his 1832 readers and leaves unexplained in the 

1858 reprint) and continues with his first impressions of the 

"vivacious stranger" (34: 92, HL 45), who remains unnamed until 

the last sentence of what had been the first article. The 

stranger is described in deliberately contradictory terms 

(e.g. strong and delicate, clumsy and graceful) and endowed 

with an unbearably shrill voice. His (ostensible) opinions on 

science are presented in a lengthy monologue despite Hogg's 

claim to have no interest in the subject. The second 

instalment, now unrecognizable as such because it merges with 

the first, continues these rather too detailed reminiscences, 

again emphasizing the supposed contradictions in Shelley's 

appearance and character. After describing Shelley's newly 

furnished but already cluttered and damaged room and relating 

with comic fervor the scout's ineffectual efforts to have the 

room repaired or cleaned, Hogg shifts his focus to the long 

walks over the Oxford countryside which Shelley (and no doubt 

his trusty companion) preferred to the Oxford lectures. The 

emphasis on contradictions continues in what had been the 

third article, which presents the "ingenuous" Shelley (34: 350, 

HL 73) as simultaneously embracing two mutually exclusive 

ideologies, Platonism and what Hogg calls "the sceptical 
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philosophy" of Locke and Hume (34:348, HL 71). Hogg's Shelley 

rejects "with marvellous impatience" the study of mathematics, 

oriental languages, 31 botany, art, and law -- all studies 

which Hogg represents as being "entirely unfit" for 

"reception" by Shelley's mind (as opposed to his own) 32 

(34:350-351, HL 74-75). Instead, Shelley chooses to play with 

equally unpoetic (and, in Hogg' s view, utterly useless) 

scientific toys -- another indication of Shelley's supposed 

inconsistency with the added implication in this instance of 

31 Hogg claims to have been studying Hebrew at this time 
(to what end he does not say) but depicts Shelley as 
dismissing these studies by coldly remarking that the 
appearance of the letters is "curious" (HL 75). Much later in 
the book, Hogg inserts an unacknowledged and unbracketed note 
into captain James Kennedy's reminiscences to "correct" 
Kennedy's statement that Shelley read the Bible (presumably 
the Old Testament) in the original Hebrew (HL 573). But Robert 
Southey, writing in 1811 when he was still Shelley's friend 
and would-be mentor, also states that the young poet amused 
himself by studying Hebrew during his stay at Oxford (qtd. 
"Expelled" 17). Southey's source was Shelley himself. It seems 
more likely that Hogg was trying to cover up Shelley's 
interest in Hebrew because it related to their common interest 
in anti-Christian arguments than that Shelley lied on this 
point to both Kennedy and Southey. 

32 Hogg is mixing his adult interests (law and art) with 
those of his younger self (Hebrew and botany) and feigning an 
interest in mathematics in order to present himself as better 
educated and more intelligent than Shelley. (It is well to 
remember that his own education, like Shelley's, had focused 
on the Greek and Latin classics, and that an education at a 
Durham grammar school probably was not superior to a similar 
education at Eton.) Hogg is also concealing the interest in 
radical politics and Gothic novels which he shared with 
Shelley. As I will demonstrate later, he ignores, denies, or 
foists onto Shelley those shared interests which are 
inconsistent with the picture of himself as shepherd to the 
charming, half-grown black sheep. 
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immaturity. In the final pages of Chapter III, formerly the 

fourth article, Shelley demonstrates his poetic imagination by 

creating (at Hoggls suggestion) an imaginary "mistress" of a 

secret garden (35: 65-67, HL 78-80) and shows his "benevolence" 

by threatening to beat a boy for beating a young ass (35:67-

68, HL 81-83). (Shelley is restrained and the boy saved by 

Hoggls jUdicious intervention.) 

The fifth article, now Hoggls sixth chapter,33 purports 

to present Shelley I s views on "liberty, ,,34 including his 

supposed aversion to politics (35: 322, HL 129). It also 

includes a demeaning anecdote, as absurd as anything in the 

later, more notorious, portions of the Life, in which 

33 Two chapters of new material (IV and V) interrupt the 
sequence, allowing Hogg to present letters written during the 
Christmas vacation of 1810-11 before returning the scene to 
Oxford in Chapter VI. 

34 The first of Bulwerls notes to the articles as 
published in NMM responds to Hogg I s statement, "Liberty is the 
morning-star of youth; and those who enjoy the inappreciable 
blessing of a classical education, are taught betimes to lisp 
its praises" (35:321), with 

Our correspondent has suffered his ardour for those 
academical studies in which he is a distinguished 
proficient to carry him away prodigiously beyond the 
sober fact. A classical education is very well in its 
way, but as for inculcating "Above all things, Liberty" 
[the opening sentence of Hoggls article, set off by him 
in quotation marks]--, we think an honest mechanic of 
Sheffield learns that lesson more deeply as well as more 
practically than the young gentlemen of colleges 
generally learn it. We were a member of the Cambridge 
union it its best days -- its majorities were almost 
invariably on the Tory side. (35:321 n.) 

No doubt this note intensified Hoggls resentment of Bulwer, 
who is nevertheless in the right on the matter. 
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Shelley's coattails, torn off in a struggle with "an ill-

favoured mastiff," are rescued from oblivion by the sensible 

Hogg (35:327-328, HL 135-137) .35 The seventh chapter (the 

sixth and last article of the original series) features the 

twin motifs of benevolence and Platonism, with Shelley feeding 

milk (again at the suggestion of his practical companion) to 

a "dull and unattractive" little girl (35:506, HL 141), 

following a pair of gypsy children into their tent (35:509, HL 

145), and snatching an infant from its mother's arms on 

Magdalen Bridge in the vain hope that it will reveal the 

secrets of Platonic "pre-existence" (35:509, HL 147) .36 

35 commenting ironically on the "ass" and "mastiff" 
anecdotes, Cameron states, "On one walk Shelley was attacked 
by a dog (but fortunately had Hogg along to rescue him); on 
another they came across a boy beating an ass (and perhaps he 
would have beaten Shelley also had not Hogg intervened)" 
(Young Shelley 18-19). (Actually Hogg implies that Shelley, in 
his unreasoning anger over the boy's cruel ty , would have 
beaten the boy had Hogg not rescued both boy and beast.) 
Cameron, whose remarks on Hogg' s veracity are chief ly confined 
to his notes, does not remark on the truth of these stories 
but his tone indicates amused skepticism. 

Even White admits that Hogg is "the real hero of [the 
"mastiff"] incident, unless of course it was Lawrence sterne" 
(1:84), a remark suggesting that Hogg has gone beyond mere 
comic exaggeration and entered, in this one instance, the 
realm of fantastic fiction. (Sterne may well have influenced 
Hoggls style and perspective. Tristram Shandy was kept, along 
with "Tonson's Milton" and Boswell's Life of Johnson "on the 
table" at Hoggls boyhood home, HL 38.) 

36 The absurdity of this chapter is partially redeemed by 
its final anecdote, already mentioned, in which Shelley pawns 
his beloved solar microscope in order to save an old man from 
"distress." Hoggls respect and affection for Shelley surface 
here as they rarely do elsewhere, even in the 1832 articles. 
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This last anecdote, popular and often reprinted,37 will 

suffice to show that the portrait of Shelley in the 1832 

chapters is already a caricature despite assertions to the 

contrary even by Hogg's detractors. 

[Shelley's] passionate fondness for the 
Platonic philosophy seemed to sharpen his natural 
affection for children, and his sympathy with their 
innocence. Every true Platonist, he used to say, 
must be a lover of children, for they are our 
masters and instructors in philosophy: the mind of 
a new-born infant, so far from being, as Locke 
affirms, a sheet of blank paper, is a pocket 
edition. [of] Plato. ; and, moreover, a 
perfect encyclopedia, comprehending not only the 
newest discoveries, but all those still more 
valuable and wonderful inventions that will 
hereafter be made!~ 

One Sunday we had been reading Plato together 
so diligently, that the usual hour for exercise 
passed away unperceived: we sallied forth hastily 
to take the air for half an hour before dinner. In 

37 Blunden calls it "one of Hogg' s best and perhaps truest 
stories" (60) and White insists, a la Dowden, that "the 
inimitable Hogg must be allowed to tell it for himself" 
(1:84) • 

38 Hogg, not Medwin (who copied him), is responsible for 
the widely held view of Shelley as a Platonist by temperament 
and training even at this early date, a point I will address 
later in this chapter. In this instance Hogg uses Shelley's 
interest in children, which predates his acquaintance with 
Hogg, as evidence of Shelley's natural affinity with 
Platonism, a tactic which also occurs in the story of the 
"gipsy" children. Seeing the younger child, a little girl, 
collecting snails, Hogg's Shelley laments that so much 
"intellect" should be trapped in "[so] humble a vessel"; the 
poor child "once knew perfectly the whole circle of the 
sciences" but will never have the opportunity to "re-collect. 

a single principle." Bulwer adds an explanatory note, 
"According to the Platonic doctrine, that all our knowledge is 
but the memory of what we knew in a former state" (35: 507) , 
but expresses no doubt as to Shelley's having made this remark 
or held such doctrines at this time. 



321 

the middle of Magdalen Bridge we met a woman with a 
child in her arms. Shelley was more attentive at 
that instant to our conduct in a life that was 
past, or to come, than to a decorous regulation of 
the present, according to the established usages of 
society, in that fleeting moment of eternal 
duration, styled the nineteenth century. with 
abrupt dexterity he caught hold of the child. The 
mother, who might well fear that it was about to be 
thrown over the parapet of the bridge into the 
sedgy waters below, held it fast by its long train. 

"will your baby tell us anything about pre
existence, Madam?" he asked, in a piercing voice, 
and with a wistful look. 

The mother made no answer, but perceiving that 
Shelley's object was not murderous, but altogether 
harmless, she dismissed her apprehension, and 
released her hold. 

"will your baby tell us anything about pre
existence, Madam?" he repeated with unabated 
earnestness. 

"He cannot speak, Sir," said the mother 
seriously. 

"Worse and worse," cried Shelley, with an air 
of deep disappointment, shaking his long hair most 
pathetically about his young face; "but surely the 
babe will speak if he will, for he is only a few 
weeks old. He may fancy perhaps that he cannot, but 
it is only a silly whim; he cannot have forgotten 
entirely the use of speech in so short a time; the 
thing is absolutely impossible." 

"It is not for me to dispute with you, 
Gentlemen," the woman meekly replied, her eye 
glancing at our academical garb; "but I can safely 
declare that I never heard him speak, nor any 
child, indeed, of his age." 

It was a fine placid boy; so far from being 
disturbed by the interruption, he looked up and 
smiled. Shelley pressed his fat cheeks with his 
fingers, we commended his healthy appearance and 
his equanimity, and the mother was permitted to 
proceed, probably to her satisfaction, for she 
would doubtless prefer a less speculative nurse. 
Shelley sighed deeply as we walked on. 
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"How provokingly close are those new-born 
babes! ,,39 he ejaculated; "but it is not the less 
certain, notwi thstanding the cunning attempts ~o 
conceal the truth, that all knowledge 1S 

reminiscence: the doctrine is far more ancient than 
the times of Plato, and as old as the venerable 
allegory that the Muses are the daughters of 
Memory; not one of the nine was ever said to be the 
child of Invention!" (35:509, HL 146-8) 

Setting aside at this point any discussion of Shelley's 

philosophy or the accuracy of Hogg's memory, I will simply 

point out that Shelley had four sisters and one brother 

ranging in age from two to fourteen years younger than 

himself. Having taught his younger brother, then "a child in 

petticoats," to say "devil" (which came out "debbee!", HL 22) , 

he was perfectly aware of the age at which children begin to 

speak. 4o Furthermore, as both Hellen Shelley and her cousin 

Charles Grove testify, the adolescent Shelley was high

spirited and fond of pranks. 41 with his head full of the 

39 As Sylva Norman remarks, "One suspects pure Hoggery in 
the comment, 'How provokingly close are these new-born babies 
[error for babes]'" (95). Indeed the whole final paragraph is 
suspect; the diction is unnatural and the comments appear to 
be a set-up for the final Hoggian pun. 

40 Al though this story appears in one of Hellen's letters 
as printed by Hogg (HL 22), these letters, as I have shown in 
the previous chapter, appear to be among the least altered 
documents in the Life. This particular story is partially 
verified by the letter from Hellen to Lady Jane Shelley in my 
Appendix (not part of the series printed in the Life) . 

41 Hellen's testimonies to this effect have been presented 
in the previous chapter. In one of the 1857 letters to Hellen 
also mentioned in that chapter, Charles says, "Bysshe had the 
power of entering so thoroughly into the spirit of his own 
humour, that nothing could stop him when once his spirits were 
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Phaedo -- or Wordsworth's "Intimations of Immortality" --

Shelley may well have snatched a baby from its mother's arms 

on Magdalen Bridge and asked what it could tell them about 

pre-existence, not as a serious inquiry but as a spontaneous 

joke. Hogg, whose sense of humor was more ironic and less 

idiosyncratic, may not have recognized the joke, or he may 

have declined to acknowledge it as contrary to his assertion 

that Shelley had no sense of humor (HL 88).42 Here as in all 

the Oxford anecdotes, the young poet, though charming, is a 

figure of fun. This incident depicts his supposed credulity; 

others emphasize his equally imaginary clumsiness or 

exaggerate his impracticality, depicting the "docile," 

"facile," "pliant" Shelley (HL 88) as dependent on Hogg in all 

worldly matters.o 

up, and he carried you along with him in his hilarious flight, 
and made you a sharer in his mirth, in a manner qui te 
irresistible" (577). As noted earlier, Hogg places this letter 
at the end of the Life where the conflict between Charles's 
testimonies and his-owTI will be less perceptible. 

42 Elsewhere he refers to Shelley's "invincible repugnance 
to the comic" (88). Shelley may well have had an aversion to 
vulgar forms of humor, (41), and even a distaste for comedy as 
it was presented on the stage in the early nineteenth century, 
but neither of these traits would prevent him from enjoying 
other forms of humor, especially those he initiated for his 
own amusement, including literary hoaxes. 

43 Hogg also claims to have educated Shelley on academic 
matters, weaning him away from science to metaphysics (HL 57) 
and teaching him the use of "Q. E. D." as a "powerful charm" for 
winning arguments (164). 
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The comic exaggeration of Shelley's eccentricity is 

consistently paired with a matching, usually non-comic, 

exaggeration of Hogg's own intelligence, knowledge, maturity, 

and common sense. Though this portrait of himself is belied by 

the evidence of his own early letters and poems (printed in my 

Appendix) ,44 the Hogg of the Oxford chapters is a "plain man" 

(79), very much calmer and more practical than the "child of 

genius" (83) .45 Though Shelley is occasionally absent (as in 

the opening scene of Hogg's entrance to Oxford), Hogg is on 

stage at all times, usually in the role of mentor or rescuer, 

as the following anecdote (originally part of the second 

article) will demonstrate. He begins this tale of walks 

through the countryside with yet another illustration of the 

44 Hogg' s letters to Shelley's sister Elizabeth, her 
mother, and the publisher Stockdale, and his somewhat later 
poem to Harriet Shelley (all in the Appendix) show Hogg to be 
a very emotional and sometimes irrational young man, a side of 
him also revealed through Shelley's responses to his letters. 
This correspondence shows that the young Hogg' s religious 
views, at least, were more radical than Shelley's. As Cameron 
points out, Hogg was an atheist while Shelley was still a 
deist (SC 2:669). 

4S Attempts by F. L. Jones and others to prove this point 
have been largely ignored. Though the truth of Jones's 
statement that "Hogg was Shelley's very active associate" in 
"his controversial correspondence with clergymen" ("Hogg and 
The Necessity of Atheism 423) can be demonstrated by examining 
the unaltered 1811 letters from Shelley to Hogg (to which 
Jones, unfortunately, did not have access until 1964, twenty
seven years after he wrote this article), his testimony was 
ignored by White and Blunden, whose biographies of Shelley 
were published in the 1940's, and even by Holmes in Shelley: 
The Pursuit (1974). 
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ostensible "contradictions in Shelley's life and character" 

(HL 59). 

[Shelley's] ordinary preparation for a rural 
walk formed a very remarkable contrast with his 
mild aspect and pacific habits. He furnished 
himself with a pair of duelling pistols, and a good 
store of powder and ball; and when he came to a 
solitary spot, he pinned a card, or fixed some 
other mark upon a tree or a bank, and amused 
himself by firing at it: he was a pretty good shot, 
and was much delighted at his success. He often 
urged me to try my hand and eye, assuring me that I 
was not aware of the pleasure of a good hit. One 
day when he was peculiarly pressing, I took up a 
pistol and asked him what I should aim at? And 
observing a slab of wood, about as big as a 
hearthrug, standing, against a wall, I named it as 
being a proper object. He said that it was much too 
far off, it was better to wait until we came 
nearer; but I answered -- "I may as well fire here 
as anywhere," and instantly discharged my pistol. 
To my infinite surprise, the ball struck the elm 
target most accurately in the very centre. Shelley 
was delighted; he ran to the board, placed his chin 
close to it -- gazed at the hole where the bullet 
was lodged -- examined it attentively on all sides 
many times, and more than once measured the 
distance to the spot where I had stood. 

I never knew anyone so prone to admire as he 
was. He extolled my skill, urged me 
repeatedly to display it again, and begged that I 
would give him instructions in an art in which I so 
much excelled. I suffered him to enjoy his wonder 
for a few days, and then I told him, and with 
difficulty persuaded him, that my success was 
purely accidental; for I had seldom fired a pistol 
before, and never with ball, but with shot only, as 
a schoolboy, in clandestine and bloodless 
expeditions against blackbirds and yellowhammers. 

The duelling pistols were a most discordant 
interruption of the repose of a quiet country walk; 
besides, he handled them with such inconceivable 
carelessness, that I had perpetually reason to 
apprehend that, as a trifling episode in the grand 
and heroic work of drilling a hole through the back 
of a card ... , he would shoot himself, or me, or 
both of us. How often have I lamented that Nature, 
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which so rarely bestows upon the world a creature 
endowed with such marvellous talents, ungraciously 
rendered the gift less precious by implanting a 
fatal taste for perilous recreations, and a 
thoughtlessness in the pursuit of them, that often 
caused his existence from one day to another to 
seem in itself miraculous. I opposed the practice 
of walking armed, and I at last succeeded in 
inducing him to leave the pistols at home, and to 
forbear the use of them. I prevailed, I believe, 
not so much by argument or persuasion, as by 
secretly abstracting, when he equipped himself for 
the field, and it was not difficult with him, the 
powder-flask, the flints, or some other 
indispensable article. One day • he was 
seriously discomposed46 • • • to find. . . that not 
only had the flints been removed, but the screws, 
and the bits of steel at the tops of the cocks, 
which hold the flints. . . . He determined to 
return to College for them -- I accompanied him. I 
tempted him, however, by the way, to define anger, 
and to discuss the nature of that [passion] to 
which, as the discussion waxed warm, he grew 
exceedingly hostile in theory, and could not be 
brought to admit that it could possibly be 
excusable in any case. In the course of 
conversation, moreover, he suffered himself to be 
insensibly turned away from his original path and 
purpose. (HL 60-1, italics mine) 

Hogg, it will be noticed, succeeds in hitting a figurative 

bull's eye without ever having fired a pistol loaded with a 

ball before, becoming (as in many of Hogg's stories) the 

object of Shelley's intense admiration for no great cause. 

Having just said that Shelley "was a pretty good shot" and 

that he did not fire "[until] he came to a solitary spot," he 

now asserts that Shelley "handled [the pistols] with. 

46 At no point does Hogg openly acknowledge the violent 
temper attributed to Shelley by John Rennie, W.H. Merle, J.G. 
Merle (no relation), and even his own father. Here the anger 
is underplayed and comic; Hogg provides no sensory details. 
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inconceivable carelessness" -- a habit which Hogg apparently 

had not noticed on the many previous occasions when Shelley 

had unsuccessfully urged him to take a shot. Having only 

limited experience with pistols, he nevertheless knows how to 

disarm one by removing parts whose name and function he has 

learned, evidently, through intuition or osmosis. Nor does he 

find it difficult to perform this operation at the very time 

when Shelley is "equipp[ing] himself for the field," 

presumably in the same room with Hogg but easily distracted. 

Having been thwarted in this way once, Shelley does not take 

precautions to prevent its happening again, nor does he 

apparently suspect Hogg of the deed. One day when more parts 

than usual are missing, he grows angry but Hogg diverts him 

into a philosophical discussion on anger in which Shelley's 

warmly stated position is incompatible with his own emotions 

before and during the argument. Shelley's behavior, especially 

in the last half of the story, is foolish and excessive; 

Hogg's (if we make a small allowance for trickery) is the 

epitome of common sense. Unfortunately for Hogg's credibility, 

it is now known that his "expeditions against blackbirds and 

yellowhammers" were not bloodless. Like Shelley or any other 

son of a country squire, he learned to hunt at an early age 

and even as a boy of ten or so was fond of going out in the 

field with a dog and gun (JH 17). His bull's eye, if he really 

hit one, would have been no accident, nor did his ability to 
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disarm a pistol result from an innate knowledge of the parts 

and their functions. It may be noted, too, that Hogg believes 

he convinced Shelley not through persuasion but by 

"abstracting" various bits of equipment, a confession of 

forgetfulness incompatible with the detailed recounting of 

that portion of the story. 

The tale as told, though no doubt based on the combined 

memories of several real events, cannot be an accurate 

depiction of these events. Consciously or unconsciously, Hogg 

has reshaped his materials to fit his conception of himself as 

Shelley's "prop,,47 or mentor, allowing himself a prominent 

role in the narrative and at the same time concealing his true 

47 In the 1858 Life Hogg asserts that Shelley, even as an 
adult, was "an elegant, beautiful, odoriferous parasitical 
plant" who could not "support himself" and "must be tied up 
fast to. . some person of a less flexible formation: he 
always required a prop" (302). This extremely damaging 
assertion is the lead-in to one of Hogg's excuses for bringing 
his own autobiography into an ostensible Life of Shelley. Here 
as in Chapter II, where he introduces the story of his 
schoolyard encounter with black magic by claiming that "it is 
sometimes in [his] power to illustrate the life of Shelley by 
parallel passages from [his] own" (35), he pretends that 

in order to write the history of [Shelley's] fragile, 
unconnected, interrupted life, it is necessary to 
describe that of some ordinary every-day person with whom 
he was familiar, and to introduce the real subject of the 
history, whenever a transitory glimpse of him can be 
caught (302). 

Hogg is posing, here and throughout the book, as that 
"ordinary every-day person," a role which abundant evidence 
now shows to be false, and at the same time covering his 
ignorance of certain facets of Shelley's life by shifting the 
focus to himself for lengthy intervals -- a method of filling 
gaps seldom needed in the Oxford section but common in the 
1858 portions of the book. 
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character as an adolescent. Whether these incompatible goals 

were achieved through deliberate fictionalizing, each white 

lie made easier by the last, or through the unconscious 

reshaping of the memory to make it more compatible with what 

he wanted to believe, the result is a depiction of himself as 

more mature, more sensible, and more stable than Shelley. This 

false conception of the young Hogg as a rational being, 

reinforced by many similarly distorted anecdotes,48 transfers 

itself to the adult Hogg who narrates the tales, leading to 

the assumption on the part of almost every Shelley biographer 

except Cameron and Jones that his viewpoint is objective, his 

memory reliable, and his account essentially truthful. The 

48 The story of the hungry little girl (for whose 
"permanent relief" Shelley proposes a variety of "schemes" 
[i. e. plans] without considering the obvious practical measure 
of "procur[ing] some food" until Hogg suggests it) is another 
instance of Hogg as sensible foil to the idealistic and 
quixotic young poet. After quoting the anecdote in full, 
Cameron comments, 

Th[is] anecdote is interesting ..• as a study in Hogg's 
method. Hogg, we note, plays himself up and plays Shelley 
down. His assertion, that Shelley after seeing the child 
went off into a series of Utopian generalities • • . and 
had to be told by Hogg that she needed milk, is either 
sheer invention, or, more likely, an exaggeration of a 
pose Shelley half-humorously adopted for Hogg's benefit. 
From all we know of Shelley I s character in similar 
situations. . . his conduct was immediately practical. . 

. Whatever the explanation, the central fact remains 
that Hogg has to fit Shelley into his preconceived 
portrait of the eccentric madcap. . . . Along with this 
invention of detail come the ironical overtones of such 
phrases as "the legitimate brethren of the 
celestial art" . . . . (20) 

Cameron is right on both counts. (The "ironical overtones" 
will be discussed later in this chapter.) 
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more sensible and ordinary he seems to be, the less likely the 

reader is to question his depiction of Shelley as a being far 

removed from rationality or stability. 

Not surprisingly, this view of the "volatile" Shelley and 

his sensible friend recurs in Chapter VIII, reprinted from the 

separately published expulsion article (1833) with no new 

material intervening between it and the last of the 1832 

articles (reprinted as Chapter VII). In keeping with the 

seriousness of its main topic, this chapter begins with a 

sober and abstract discussion on "civil liberty" followed by 

a strident attack on the political atmosphere of Oxford in 

1810-11, but the tone becomes lighter when the characters 

appear. Hogg brings the topic around to Shelley by way of the 

false assertion that the future poet never read a newspaper 

during his stay at Oxford (38:19, HL 156) and a long 

digression on The Posthumous Fragments of Margaret Nicholson, 

in the writing of which he claims a greater share than is 

possible given the time frame. o 

Nine pages later, Hogg at last arrives at his main topic, 

the expulsion. so The remainder of the chapter, a generalized 

o I will return to both of thesi topics later in this 
chapter. 

50 The inclusion of so much material not directly related 
to the expulsion in the first part of this chapter (and in the 
New Monthly Magazine article of which the chapter is a 
reprint) seems at first to be just one more indication of 
Hoggls desire to put himself forward as a hero even when his 
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and inaccurate history of the pamphlet and the expulsion 

enlivened in places by dramatic monologues, 51 combines evasion 

and invention to minimize Shelley's offense and protect Hogg's 

reputation. Though the expulsion itself and its aftermath are 

presented in great detail, Hogg avoids specifics in discussing 

"The Necessity of Atheism." He presents Shelley's position in 

the unnamed "little pamphlet" as stemming from "the love of 

argument" rather than from principles (38:25, HL 165) and 

gives no indication of the pamphlet's inflammatory contents 

except the half-truth that he and Shelley had garnered some of 

its arguments from Locke and Hume "as was customary with those 

who read the . . . treatises of Aristotle for their degrees" 

(38: 23, HL 163). The pamphlet is then placed deceptively 

within the general context of Shelley's polemical letters on 

science and metaphysics and disingenuously described as "a 

compendious denial of every allegation, in order to put the 

identity is 
unwillingness 
for Hogg even 
shows (9-10). 

concealed. But it may also reflect an 
to discuss the expulsion, still a painful topic 
in 1858, as the attack on Oxford in his Preface 

51 The monologues and dialogues in the Oxford section will 
be discussed later in this chapter. 
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whole case to proof" (38:23, HL 163)52 -- which "whole case" 

Hogg does not say. 

The expulsion itself is presented through dialogue as an 

event unforeseen by the distraught Shelley, much less by Hogg 

(still in the 1832 guise of anonymous author), who depicts 

himself as having nothing to do with "his [Shelley's] little 

pamphlet" (38: 25, HL 165) beyond the aforementioned compiling 

of arguments. waiting quietly in Shelley's room for a 

prearranged morning study session, Hogg is astounded when 

Shelley bursts into the room hysterically repeating, "I am 

expelled! I am expelled!" Shelley recovers sufficiently to 

deliver an oration, complete with an internal dialogue 

reenacting his expulsion, before sinking in a quivering heap 

52 On the contrary, Shelley (who wrote the final draft of 
the essay based on arguments which he and Hogg had compiled 
together) carefully defines a key term, "belief," and 
establishes the grounds of his argument on the first page of 
the pamphlet. He distinguishes between the active role of the 
mind in the investigation of ideas and its passive role in 
perception, arguing that a confusion of the two is often 
mistakenly termed "belief" (an important point with regard to 
the supposed "criminality" of disbelief). He states as 
unarguable precepts the "degrees of [mental] excitement" which 
alone can lead to belief (the senses, personal experience 
based on the senses, and testimony based on the sensory 
experience of others) and demonstrates the inadequacy of all 
three sources of knowledge in "prov[ing] the being of a God." 
He concludes, rather too strongly, that "the mind cannot 
believe the existence of a God" -- meaning, probably, that the 
mind cannot will itself to believe in God since such a belief 
cannot be derived from empirical evidence or arrived at 
through reason. (Julian 5:207-209). 
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on the sofa again repeating, "Expelled, expelled!" (38: 27, HL 

168) • 

As Blunden astutely remarks, the "dramatic arrangement" 

in this scene, and indeed in the entire expulsion account, is 

"unconvincing" (24). The collapse on the sofa is not 

characteristic behavior for Shelley, who, as Blunden points 

out, "feared nothing, but what was base, and false, and low" 

(Halliday's letter, qtd. Blunden 25). The ignorance of both 

boys of the impending summons is also, as Blunden notes, 

extremely improbable. Shelley must have received advance 

notice of his required appearance before the authorities, who 

would hardly place themselves in the embarrassing position of 

attending a meeting to reprimand one undergraduate without 

first requiring that undergraduate to appear at the scheduled 

time ("Expelled" 24). Moreover, Blunden provides convincing 

evidence that the Oxford undergraduates en masse were informed 

at breakfast on March 25, 1811, that Shelley "was to be called 

before a meeting of the Cornrnonroom [later that day] for being 

the supposed author of a pamphlet entitled 'The Necessity of 

Atheism'" (C. J. Ridley, qtd. "Expelled" 26). Hogg, who was 

most unlikely to have skipped his breakfast, could hardly have 

been ignorant of the impending event. 

Hogg's account of his own expulsion, which he aUdaciously 

presents as the first-person testimony of "a friend, who then 
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stood by Shelley" (HL 169), S3 is even less credible. Moved to 

compassion by the spectacle of Shelley distraught upon the 

sofa, the "friend" (whose presence until now has not been 

mentioned) considers it his "duty" to protest the injustice of 

the expulsion in a note to "the master and fellows" (169). 

Even if the details of this "testimony" were more or less 

accurate (as they are not), the device itself is a double 

falsehood in that the "friend" is, first, someone other than 

the anonymous author/Hogg, and, second, a compassionate and 

disinterested person motivated solely by outrage at the 

"atrocious injustice" done to Shelley (168). Though Hogg' s 

identity as the "noble friend" expelled with Shelley was 

common knowledge in 1858, when the anonymous 1833 article was 

reprinted as Chapter VIII of the Life, the transparent 

pretense that the friend is someone other than the (no longer 

anonymous) author is maintained until the end of that chapter, 

when "Shelley and his friend" take a coach to London (179). 

Why Hogg should attempt, especially in an anonymous 

article which by definition conceals his identity, to present 

an idealized view of his own expulsion as an account given to 

him by another person is not clear; perhaps even he felt that 

to present himself directly as a heroic martyr would be too 

S3 This account originally appeared in NMM 38: 27-29. From 
this point forward, I am omitting references to the original 
articles except as necessary to distinguish them from the 
corresponding chapters in the 1858 Life. 
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much for the public (or Bulwer) to stomach.~ In any case, the 

"noble friend" story, like the companion monologue assigned to 

Shelley, is improbable from start to finish. The "friend" 

takes it upon himself to "[act] as the advocate of Shelley" 

(169) ,55 sending a hasty note to the "conclave" which for 

mysterious reasons is still "sitting" even though Shelley has 

already received his sentence and returned to his rooms. The 

"friend" is immediately sent for and finds, after all his 

"erudite" arguments in the cause of justice, that "a formal 

sentence, duly signed and sealed," has been made out for him, 

"in what interval" he cannot imagine (169). Neither, of 

course, can the reader, who is also at a loss to explain the 

prescience of the "conclave" in identifying the as yet 

uncommitted offense as "a contumacious refusal to disavow the 

imputed publication" (170), especially since the "friend" has 

merely argued that the "course of proceeding" used against 

Shelley could easily result in the same penalty for himself or 

any other (presumably innocent) person as it had for Shelley 

(170). 

~ Possibly he had already written this account for his 
own satisfaction and inserted it into the 1833 article as a 
"document." 

" In an earlier Oxford article Hogg had depicted himself 
as the advocate of a donkey, precociously employing his legal 
training at least one year before its inception to dissuade a 
"savage young ruffian" from beating the "sorry little ass" (HL 
82-83). 
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It may be noted, too, that the "friend's" account 

conflicts with the speech assigned to Shelley in one important 

respect. In the speech, Shelley's refusal to answer any 

questions about "the little syllabus" results in his being 

handed one of two sentences of expulsion lying on the table 

(HL 168) ,56 a detail which, if accurate, can only mean that 

Hogg's role in writing the "Necessity of Atheism" was already 

known (or strongly suspected) and his expulsion, like 

Shelley's, already anticipated. This detail is incompatible 

with the story as related by the "noble friend," in which the 

sentence is drawn up in the interval between the committee's 

receipt of the note and the "friend's" (or Hogg's) appearance 

before the "conclave." Probably the "friend's" version is 

closer to the truth in this respect. contemporary accounts 

indicate that Hogg did appear voluntarily before the 

"conclave" not so much to protest the injustice as to share 

in it. c. J. Ridley, an undergraduate at the time of the 

expulsion, recorded the event a short time later: 

~ white's one criticism of Hogg's "detailed and 
circumstantial" expulsion account relates to his "mistake" in 
statjng that "the [expulsion] decree was prepared before the 
interview with Shelley." As White points out, "the grounds 
stated [Shelley's "contumacious refusal" to answer questions] 
were furnished by the interview itself" (1: 598 n.). This point 
would also apply to the second document which Hogg presents as 
lying on the table during this interview (HL 168), but White, 
whose quoted version of this account includes the reference to 
two papers (1: 114), ignores or overlooks this additional 
complication. 
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Shelley having quitted the room, T. J. Hogg 
immediately appeared, voluntarily on his part, to 
state that, if Shelley had anything to do with it, 
he (Hogg) was equally implicated, and desired his 
share of the penalty, whatever was inflicted. 
(qtd. "Expelled" 26, italics in original)51 

Though this apparently unbiased account underestimates Hogg's 

contribution to the pamphlet ("It has always been supposed 

that Hogg wrote the preface," 2 6) , 58 it provides Hogg with a 

motive not only more realistic but more consistent with his 

extreme pride than the pure altruism he attributes to himself: 

the desire to take his share of both credit and blame while 

publicly demonstrating his loyal ty and courage. 59 Ridley's 

version also puts the Oxford authorities in a somewhat better 

light than does the "noble friend's" account; Hogg was not 

51 Ridley's account makes no mention of a note; probably 
Hogg rushed into the room while the committee was quite 
literally "still sitting." These remarks, first printed in the 
Shelley Society Notebook (1888), seem to have had little 
impact on the general view of Hogg' s action as noble and 
generous, or on the view of his expulsion account as 
essentially reliable. 

58 Probably Ridley never saw "The Necessity of Atheism," 
which, at two and a half pages, is too short to have a 
Preface. (The one-paragraph "Advertisement, " which could 
conceivably be labeled a preface, is undoubtedly Shelley's. 
He, not Hogg, arranged the publication and distribution of the 
pamphlet, and the paragraph resembles similar "advertisements" 
in Shelley's other works.) 

59 I do not doubt that Hogg' s pride was fused with an 
intense love for Shelley, without which he would never have 
chosen to share Shelley's fate. But, as Jones points out, this 
love could not have existed if the adolescent Hogg had not 
been as devoted as Shelley to the radical ideas he later 
dismissed as absurd ("Hogg and 'The Necessity of Atheism'" 
426) . 
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dismissed, as he claims, for protesting the injustice of 

Shelley's expulsion but for presenting himself as Shelley's 

coadj utor and requesting or demanding a I ike penalty. In 

short, he got what he asked for. If Ridley's account is 

correct, as seems probable, 60 only one document was on the 

table when Shelley appeared before the authorities; the second 

expulsion notice must have been drawn up on the spot after 

Hogg's unexpected intrusion. 

Scholars have generally accepted as genuine the noble 

motives Hogg attributes to himself but avoided quoting the 

"testimony" in which these motives appear, 61 perhaps because 

60 Cameron calls it "the most faithful account" of the 
expulsion (Young Shelley 24). 

61 A somewhat surprising reaction to Hogg' s expulsion 
account appears in Leonard Rice-Oxley's Oxford Renowned 
(1925). Taking Hogg's version of the events at face value, 
Rice-Oxley (admittedly not a Shelley scholar) objects only to 
Hogg's "unnecessary and unfair" attribution of the Master's 
zealous orthodoxy to his having an "eye on the rich See of 
Durham." After conceding that Shelley was at this time "a very 
eccentric young man and not yet a proven genius," he presents 
the Hogg-based argument that Shelley was deprived of "a 
University career, . . . [which] would have removed the 
crudity from his philosophy and tempered the extravagance of 
his thought," by men who, "sodden with port-wine and 
orthodoxy, flung him out in an access of ignoble righteousness 
and warped thereby a rare and lovely spirit" (Oxford 46). 

Rice-Oxley, who devotes four pages to Shelley as if to 
compensate for the mistaken harshness of Oxford more than one 
hundred years before, finds poetic justice in the fact that 

in 1924 one thousand two hundred and ten pounds was paid 
at Sotheby's for a copy of the "Posthumous Fragments of 
Margaret Nicholson," whereas no one would give six-pence 
for a copy of anything written by those who expelled the 
author of that work. (47) 
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the bitterly arrogant tone of the "friend's" account is at 

odds with Hogg's supposed objectivity. White, for example, 

quotes the monologue assigned to Shelley but merely summarizes 

the "facts" of Hogg's testimony without questioning the 

essential accuracy of either account (1:114-115). Blunden, 

too, focuses on Hogg's version of Shelley's expulsion, which 

he views as "a clever and curious piece of writing . 

touched with Ciceronian make-believe" ("Expelled" 22), but 

ignores Hoggls account of his own expulsion because it does 

not relate directly to Shelley. 62 Even Humbert Wolfe, who 

finds the colossal egotism of the "friend's" account 

disturbing,63 accepts as genuine not only Hogg's courage and 

He rounds off the tribute to Shelley with the comment that 
while the men who expelled Shelley have met well-deserved 
oblivion, "their victim has long outsoared the shadow of their 
night" (47). Hogg, despite his probable intentions, has here 
provided fodder for the angelic school, still flourishing well 
into the twentieth century. 

~ Somewhat surprisingly, since his article amounts to a 
critique of Hogg's expulsion chapter, Blunden dismisses the 
findings in F.L. Jones's "Hogg and 'The Necessity of Atheism'" 
with the patronizing remark that "the question" of Hogg's co
authorship (and, by implication, the reason for his expulsion) 
is "subordinate" ("Shelley Is Expelled" 13-14). He briefly 
summarizes the actions Hogg attributes to himself without 
mentioning the "noble friend" ruse or examining the "facts" 
presented therein. His cri ticism of Hogg' s "dramatic 
arrangement," presented above, relates only to the expulsion 
as an unanticipated event and to Shelley's collapse on the 
sofa "Expelled" 24). 

63 Wolfe, who vainly hoped that the anti-Hogg Introduction 
to his 1933 edition of the Life would deter other scholars 
from using the book uncritically, views this "handsome tribute 
to 'the friend who stood by Shelley'" as a "rodomontade" which 
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selflessness but the injustice of the Oxford authorities. All 

three overlook the crucial question of Hogg's veracity 

(except, in Blunden's case, to point out a few unrealistic 

details). White's assertion in another context that Hogg lies 

only "for cause" (WL 1:593, italics in original) appears to 

indicate that in his view Hogg, despite a few altered letters, 

is essentially a reliable narrator. With regard to the Oxford 

articles, including the last, White admits only the remote 

possibility of slight distortion (1:79; see note 6, above). 

But we cannot safely assume that the Oxford articles, unlike 

the 1858 Life, are exempt from lies because Hogg had nothing 

to conceal. As we have seen, Hogg did have cause to lie, at 

least with regard to the expulsion article. Though still an 

atheist (and, for that matter, a Whig) in 1833, the middle-

aged lawyer feared that his career would be destroyed if the 

open atheism and radicalism of his youth were exposed to 

public view. In the earlier articles he was free to select 

incidents (however inaccurately depicted) which did not expose 

"proves how incapable the old Hogg [aged 41 when the article 
first appeared] had become of understanding, or even 
remembering" the younger self "who had in him the seed of 
nobility" (xvii). Wolfe does not doubt that the young Hogg 
really "rushed to the head of the college" in order to "share . 
. • Shelley's fate," an act of self-sacrifice which he regards 
as "noble"; it is only the lavish self-praise which he finds 
objectionable (xvii). By depicting himself as courageously 
confronting the "pedagogues, refuting their arguments, and 
"sham[ing them] to silence," Hogg has, in Wolfe's view, 
"indecently interred his own bright beginnings" (xvii). 
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his personal philosophy (or his follies) to view, but this 

option was not available in writing of his own and Shelley's 

expulsion. Here if anywhere in the Oxford articles, Hogg had 

motives for concealment and distortion. His co-authorship of 

"The Necessity of Atheism," far from being a side issue as 

Blunden would have it ("Expelled" 14), must be made to appear 

innocuous if the expulsion is to seem indefensible, and the 

atheism which caused him to join Shelley in garnering 

arguments from Locke and Hume in the first place must be 

hidden altogether. But Hogg's suppression of damaging 

information, combined throughout the Oxford articles with 

fictionalized characterizations of himself and Shelley, was, 

with one exception, undetectable to nineteenth-century readers 

and is still largely unrecognized today.M 

The exception is, of course, the "noble friend" ruse, 

which could not escape detection when it was transferred 

verbatim from the 1833 expulsion article to the 1858 Life. In 

fact the ruse was (and is) overtly displayed to the reader 

M Cameron is almost alone in acknowledging Hogg's 
tendency to "play himself up and play Shelley down" (Young 
Shelley 20) and admitting that Hogg's viewpoint results in a 
"fundamental warping of framework" (18). But even he believes 
that Shelley's "radical humanitarianism" was "genuinely 
ridiculous to Hogg" (18), a misconception which prevents him 
from seeing that Hogg's primary motive in caricaturing Shelley 
is not misunderstanding but self-interest. The resultant 
"warping" of Hogg' s narrati ve is indeed "fundamental," a 
serious problem which cannot be resolved, as Cameron 
optimistically suggests, merely "by [astute] selection and 
placing of material in perspective" (18). 
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through the new -- and contradictory -- narrative in Chapter 

IX. Chapter VIII (identical in content with article seven in 

the New Monthly Magazine) ends with the anonymous author, now 

revealed as Hogg, speaking of Shelley's "noble friend" in the 

third person: 

The next morning, at eight o'clock, Shelley and his 
friend set out together for London on the top of a 
coach; and with his final departure from the 
University the reminiscences of his life at Oxford 
terminate. The narrative of the injurious effects 
of this cruel, precipitate, unjust, and illegal 
expUlsion upon the entire course of his subsequent 
life would not be wanting in interest or 
instruction; of a period when the scene was changed 
from the quiet seclusion of academic groves . . . 
to the stormy ocean of that vast and shoreless 
world, to the utmost violence of which he was, at 
an early age, suddenly and unnaturally abandoned. 
(NMM 29, HL 171-2) 

This somewhat confusing paragraph, which must have struck its 

original readers as a bit too emotional for an author not 

directly involved in the expUlsion, is followed in the Life 

(but not, of course, in the article) with 

Thus not only were we driven rudely and lawlessly 
from a common table, spread for us by the provident 
bounty of our pious and prudent forefathers, where 
we had an undoubted right to be fed and nurtured; 
but my incomparable friend and myself were hunted 
hastily out of Oxford. (HL 172) 

Although the distinction between being "driven" from a "common 

table" and being "hunted" out of Oxford is not clear, this 

sentence at least explains why Hogg I s resentment of the "noble 

friend's" expUlsion is so intense. But the reader unfamiliar 

with the history of the Oxford chapters is left to wonder why 



343 

Hogg depicts himself in the third person in Chapter VIII only 

to reveal his identity in Chapter IX. 

since Hogg's motives for altering the facts in his Oxford 

stories, and therefore the alterations themselves, were still 

largely invisible to the reading public in 1858, his decision 

to retain the Oxford articles as published in 1832-1833 was 

sensible with regard to his reputation as an authority on 

Shelley. To call attention to the differences between his own 

manuscript and the published version which had earned him that 

reputation would have been unwise. But certain small revisions 

not in the original manuscript could have been made with 

advantage. It would seem advisable, certainly, to rewrite the 

conspicuously fallacious "noble friend" passage in the first 

person (with a note of explanation for readers of the earlier 

articles). The concealment of the "friend's" identity, 

understandable but already anachronistic in 1833,~ could 

serve no purpose in 1858, and to leave the passage in its 

third-person form posed the risk that other, less obvious 

ruses (notably his pose in all the articles as Shelley's 

mentor), would be exposed or at least suspected. Nor did Hogg 

still need to "discreetly be silent as to [the] causes" of his 

disappointment with Oxford (NMM 34:91; HL 44), since by 1858 

65 As indicated earlier, Hogg's name had first been 
mentioned in connection with Shelley's Oxford radicalism in 
Stockdale's Budget (1826-27), but this work was not widely 
circulated. 
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his expulsion with Shelley was common knowledge (though his 

"guilt" as co-author of the pamphlet was not). Restoring the 

articles to their original form would no doubt have aggravated 

these inconsistencies and anachronisms. 66 Revising them to 

conform with what his readers already knew of Shelley's life 

(without altering the basic picture) would have been a wiser 

course. But to make even these small changes would be to admit 

that he had deliberately misled the reader -- and such a 

confession the proud and sensitive Hogg could not make. 

More extensi ve revision was, of course, out of the 

question from Hogg's point of view. Having rejected the option 

to restore his "pearls" to their original form, which in his 

opinion could not be improved upon, Hogg had no intention of 

revising them to include such "common-place • matters of 

fact" (21) as the title of the "little pamphlet," his 

authorship of the radical novel Leonora, 67 or his peep at 

66 Another uncorrected anachronism is Hogg' s assertion 
that "the experience of twenty-one years has shown" Shelley's 
speculations on science to be "wild" (HL 50). The figure in 
the 1858 edition ought to have been "forty-six years" -
during which time technological advances similar to those 
which Shelley ostensibly predicted in 1810 were being made. 
According to White, writing in 1940, "It is a remarkable fact 
that ... these ['wild'] speculations ... have practically 
all been verified" (1:79). 

67 As Jones points out, the young Hogg' s injudicious 
decision to submit Leonora to Shelley's publisher, John Joseph 
Stockdale, led Stockdale to inform Timothy Shelley that Hogg 
was Shelley's chief corrupter ("Shelley's Leonora" 393). This 
charge, dismissed by white (1:99-100) and even by Jones, who 
sees Stockdale as betraying Hogg ("Shelley's Leonora" 395 n.), 
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Elizabeth Shelley through the window of Warnham Church. Nor 

did he wish to inform the reader that he as well as Shelley 

had written polemical letters to clergymen in order to crush 

the responses with remorseless logic (Jones, "Hogg and 'The 

Necessity of Atheism'," 423-4). F. L. Jones, whose efforts to 

reveal the juvenile Hogg's true character and the adult Hogg's 

distortions have been virtually ignored by White, Blunden, and 

Holmes,68 assesses the si tuation correctly with regard to 

Leonora: 

[In the Oxford chapters as] throughout [the Life], Hogg 
assumes a certain air of superiority, an air of amused 
interest in Shelley's poetizing, philosophizing, and 

may well be true. Though Shelley had already read Paine, 
Franklin, and Condorcet as a schoolboy at Eton, Hogg may have 
introduced him not only to Locke and Hume but even to Godwin's 
Political Justice, which Shelley is known to have read soon 
after meeting Hogg. The Oxford articles (and the corresponding 
chapters in the Life) omit any mention of the Stockdale 
fiasco, though hints of it appear in the altered letters of 
Chapters V and VI. 

68 Jones's speculations, though astoundingly accurate, 
were based on inadequate materials: the corrections made by 
Lady Shelley and printed in an Appendix to Ingpen' s 1914 
edition of Shelley's Letters ("Shelley's Leonora" 391). 
Unfortunately the evidence he was able to produce from this 
source did not convince White or Blunden, who follow Dowden in 
accepting Hogg's depiction of himself and Shelley as 
exaggerated for comic effect but otherwise reliable. (See note 
6, above.) Indeed Blunden, as noted earlier, specifically 
denies the significance of Hogg' s contribution to "The 
Necessity of Atheism" ("Shelley Is Expelled" 13-14). Holmes 
praises Jones's "textual scholarship" with regard to his 1964 
Letters of Percy Bysshe Shelley (which Holmes incorrectly 
describes as being based "everywhere" on "original manuscript 
sources," xi), but he does not mention these crucial articles 
nor does his essentially traditional view of Hogg reflect 
Jones' influence. (See note 6.) 
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romancing •... To reveal himself as composing radical 
and extravagant romances would be to surrender his 
position as an amused observer. ("Shelley's Leonora" 
391) 

This remark can be extended to cover Hogg's other "follies" as 

well; Hogg's viewpoint as "detached observer" is, or ought to 

be, invalidated by our knowledge that he was really an 

impassioned participant. Far from being the realistic 

portraits which critics and biographers have deemed them, both 

the conservative and sensible young Hogg and the excitable and 

eccentric young Shelley of the Oxford chapters are fictional 

characters. But Hogg, who appears to have written the story of 

his relationship with Shelley as he wished it to be, was more 

concerned with verisimilitude than with veracity. The accuracy 

and authenticity of his beloved "pearls" had gone unquestioned 

for twenty-five years even by Shelley's closest friends; to 

correct his misstatements now or to provide previously 

suppressed information69 could gain him nothing but the 

notoriety his version of the "facts" was intended to prevent. 

To digress for a moment, this unquestioned acceptance of 

the 1832 articles by Shelley's friends, long viewed as an 

indication of their essential accuracy or reliability, is in 

fact a very faulty piece of evidence. These friends -- Mary, 

69 Hogg did bring in some formerly suppressed information 
via the letters, which appear to supplement, rather than 
correct, the articles. However, as I will show in the next 
chapter, the letters were altered to sustain as far as 
possible the "facts" and characterizations in the articles. 
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Claire, Hunt, and Trelawny concerned primarily with 

countering the arguments of the diabolical school, were 

willing to tolerate a little humorous exaggeration in exchange 

for "evidence" that their beloved poet was innocent and 

harmless. 7o As Claire put it in a letter to Hogg' s common-law 

wife, Jane: "These articles will give reputation to Shelley, 

and particularly among the sober and the moral, who have 

imagined to themselves that he must have been in his private 

life most profligate and disagreeable" (qtd. Skylark 96). The 

harsh voice and stooped shoulders attributed by Hogg to the 

adolescent Shelley but denied by more sober witnesses71 

even the clumsiness and general ineptitude -- were, it 

appears, a small price to pay for the achievement of this all

important objective. 72 

70 Mary was somewhat credulous regarding Shelley's early 
life and character, accepting Shelley's depictions of himself 
in his poems as realistic autobiography; Hunt regarded Shelley 
as a "spirit from Mercury"; and Trelawny' s view of him was 
based on a very short acquaintance. The acceptance by any of 
these persons of an account of Shelley's Oxford period cannot 
be taken as evidence of its authenticity. 

71 Hellen's protest against these two traits appears in 
the Life itself (HL 27 and 30), but Hogg has displaced her 
testimony, which belongs to the Sion House and Eton periods, 
so that it appears in the first chapter with other "filler" on 
Shelley's childhood conveniently distant from Hoggls 
"evidence" to the contrary in Chapter III (46 ff.) Peacock's 
testimony in his Memoirs of Shelley shows Hogg's description 
of Shelley's voice to be greatly exaggerated (16). 

72 No other source shows Shelley as being awkward, unless 
we count a remark by the Sion House dancing instructor 
describing the eleven-year-old Shelley as "gauche" (Medwin 29) 
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But Mary and her friends had another, more obvious, 

reason for accepting Hogg's account; they were not present at 

Oxford in 1810-11 and had known neither Hogg nor Shelley at 

that time. Consequently, they could neither recognize nor 

refute any false assertions in Hogg's articles, nor could they 

distinguish remembered details from invented ones. 73 Moreover, 

they had no reason to suspect Hogg (whom Mary still viewed as 

Shelley's dearest friend) of suppression or distortion. They 

or Trelawny's account of his incapacity as a sailor (Wolfe 
2:210). As for general ineptitude or impracticality, the study 
of Shelley's correspondence with persons other than Hogg shows 
that he had a grasp not only of practical politics but of 
business matters from an early age. (See, for example, his 
facetious letter to Edward Fergus Graham, written at age 
seventeen, about "pouch[ing] the reviewers," Letters 1:5-6.) 
His negotiations with Byron over the care and keeping of 
Claire's daughter by Byron, Allegra, demonstrate the adult 
Shelley's practicality, combined in this instance with 
compassion and diplomacy. But Mary, Hunt, Claire, and 
Trelawny, as members of the angelic school, were not 
interested in Shelley's practicality, and even his sister 
Hellen wished to believe that "his early death left him 
unformed" (HL 23). The contrast of the "worldly" Hogg with the 
"imaginative" Shelley suited Mary's needs too well for her to 
question the depictions -- and the sardonic Hogg of her 
acquaintance was close enough to the Hogg of the Oxford 
articles for her to assume that he had never shared Shelley's 
ideals. (The irony and self-aggrandizement in these articles 
were probably invisible to persons who routinely referred in 
their correspondence to "our divine Shelley" and considered 
him to be a "spirit" rather than a man.) 

73 Hogg' s irascible attack on Mary's ignorance of Eton 
("Inasmuch as a lady, however clever and well-informed, cannot 
attain to an accurate comprehension of the manners and morals 
of a public school. ," HL 33) would apply equally to 
Mary's (or Claire's) "comprehension" of Oxford life. (Hunt and 
Trelawny, though male, were probably equally ignorant in this 
regard, neither of them having attended a university.) 
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could not know that Hogg, acting in his own best interest, had 

omitted or altered many important facts and incidents. The 

"realistic" details and anecdote format, complete with 

dialogue, concealed even from Mary that Hogg and Shelley had 

engaged in much the same pursuits at Oxford, reading skeptical 

philosophy and writing incendiary letters, bad poetry, and 

radical novels advocating free love.~ Nor could Mary and her 

friends have known that the "reserved and whimsical Hogg" of 

the Oxford articles had been more of an atheist than the 

"erratic Shelley,"~ or that these lively reminiscences 

distort the circumstances surrounding the expulsion and 

entirely conceal Hogg's youthful "love" for Shelley's sister 

Elizabeth. These deficiencies, invisible even to Shelley's 

closest friends, were equally invisible to other readers, 

74 See my Introduction, in which I discuss Hogg , s 
adolescent beliefs and behavior in relation to Shelley's. 

75 These characterizations (Blunden 50) are based on the 
Oxford articles, which Blunden has just described as being the 
work of a man who considered himself "a humorous genius 
enti tIed to a very free use of literal truth." But he confuses 
the eighteen-year-old Oxford student with the forty-year-old 
author of the articles in attributing to the young Hogg a 
"notion that he was. . • a calm and senior mind capable of 
viewing a young erratic Shelley with educational patience" 
(50). Having just indicated that Hogg's biography "has been 
incautiously used by his successors," Blunden proceeds to 
paraphrase the narrative of the "best ... part," the Oxford 
chapters, as uncritically as White or Dowden (or, for that 
matter, J. Cordy Jeaffreson) had done. 

White's view of Hogg as a "cool" and "practical" 
adolescent (1:77) also comes primarily from the self-depiction 
in the Oxford chapters. 
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among them biographers and critics, for whom Mary's approval 

of the articles constituted strong evidence of Hogg's 

veracity. 

Yet another reason for the widespread acceptance of 

Hoggls Oxford chapters even by Shelley scholars is the 

apparent realism of his descriptions and anecdotes: subsequent 

biographers have assumed that because his reminiscences are 

detailed, they must be the products of memory rather than 

imagination (or memory uncolored by imagination). 76 The 

lengthy conversations and detailed descriptions in the Oxford 

chapters are generally regarded as evidence of a prodigious 

memory able to recall the exact words spoken -- and the exact 

foods eaten -- twenty-two years before. Even white, who 

disparages the recollections of Shelley's Eton classmates on 

the grounds that "even our own memories hardly enable us to 

reconstruct childhood as it was" and that "the recollections 

of others, from twenty to sixty years after the events, are 

more doubtful still" (1:30), does not apply the same argument 

to Hogg's memories of his own and Shelley's youth. Instead he 

76 Sylva Norman, who objects to the large proportion of 
autobiography which disfigures the 1858 Life, says that in 
1832 Hogg "was still able to concentrate for the most part on 
putting a lifelike Shelley before the public" (95). Perhaps 
so, with Bulwer's help, but "lifelike" is not synonymous with 
"true." 
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credits Hogg with having an "extraordinarily good" memory, 

"especially for physical impressions" {1:587).T' 

But the human memory, even in an unbiased witness whose 

integrity is indisputable, is a flawed instrument. If we 

consider our own memories, we realize that even highly 

intelligent, well-educated persons cannot remember 

conversations which occurred twenty years ago (though we may 

remember the subject matter) or describe precisely the dorm 

room of a college friend (though we may retain a general 

impression of neatness or clutter). Unless Hogg's memory is 

preternaturally retentive, he could not possibly describe item 

by item the contents of Shelley's room as it looked on the 

first day of their acquaintance or remember word for word his 

first conversation with a "vivacious stranger" whose effect on 

his life the eighteen-year-old Hogg could never have 

anticipated. 

n White, who believes that the entire Life is "in many 
respects the best account of Shelley by one who knew him" 
(1:587), also dismisses the Eton reminiscences on the grounds 
that they were written for Lady Shelley by "courteous old 
gentlemen who knew what she expected" (1: 570). But Andrew Amos 
and W. H. Merle wrote not to Lady Shelley but to the Athenaeum 
in reaction to a review of Medwin's 1849 Life of Shelley, and 
Walter Halliday's reminiscences were solicited by Hellen 
Shelley, whose view of Shelley was more realistic than that of 
her niece. Nor could Halliday have known in February of 1857 
what Lady Shelley "expected"; her views were not made public 
until her book, Shelley Memorials, was published in 1859. 
(Even Charles William Packe, whose views apparently were 
solicited by Lady Shelley, would have had only the letter he 
was answering to indicate what she "expected" him to say.) 
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We need not, however, rely solely on our own observations 

regarding the fallibility of human memory. Research on the 

"veridicality" or "truth content" of "autobiographical memory" 

indicates that memories of incidents in our personal lives 

usually "relate. . to an event which did occur but not 

exactly as remembered" (Conway 9).78 In fact it appears that 

"[such memories] are never true in the sense that they are 

literal representations of events"; instead, they often 

"represent the personal meaning of an event at the expense of 

accuracy" (9, italics mine). Although such memories "include 

sensory and perceptual features," they "consist of 

interpretations of events" influenced by "current thoughts, 

wishes, motivations and so on" (9).79 Some perceptual details 

may be preserved as "images," says Conway, but the "ability 

[of the human mind] to represent many details of any event is 

severely limited" (13). If an event is frequently "rehearsed" 

(re-lived) in the person's own mind or in conversation, Conway 

adds, it may even acquire detail and vividness not present in 

78 Dr. Martin A. Conway, affiliated with the Department of 
Psychology at the University of Lancaster, completed the 
research upon which these conclusions are based in 1990. 

79 Conway cites "the inconsistencies between the testimony 
given by John Dean, former aide to President Nixon, during the 
Watergate trials with tape recordings of conversations between 
Dean and the president" as evidence that precise recall of 
"spatial, temporal, and linguistic" details is "an impossible 
task" even when (as in Dean's case) the "interpretation of the 
events" is "basically correct" (12, italics in original). 
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the original recollection (68). Most important with regard to 

Hogg, such "reconstructive errors" usually result from an 

unconscious adaptation of the memory to fit our current self-

image (73-74). 

Given the fallibility of human memory as revealed by 

these studies, it is possible, even probable, that some of 

Hogg's most vi vid "memories" have been reshaped not by a 

deliberate act of imaginative recreation (or comic 

exaggeration) but by "reconstructive errors" -- an unconscious 

reconciliation of these long-ago events with Hogg's self-image 

at the time of writing. In other words, Hogg, like the 

subjects of Conway's research, may have believed his own 

unconsciously reconstructed memories to be literally true. w 

His depiction of his youthful self as Shelley's mentor, for 

example, may have resulted from an unconscious confusion of 

his older self (viewed as being wise, witty, sensible, and 

conservative) with the youthful self whose follies had been 

pushed out of conscious awareness. As Paul Murray Kendall 

points out, no biographer of a friend can achieve complete 

80 His extreme reaction to editorial tampering and his 
unwarranted view of the greatness of his book could perhaps be 
explained on these grounds. See the Appendix. 
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"detachment" (126) ,81 but Hogg's extreme partiality for 

himself goes far beyond this normal sUbjectivity. 

Although some of Hogg's distortions, even in the Oxford 

chapters, are undeniably deliberate (the depiction of himself 

in the third person in the expulsion article is the most 

obvious example), his unstable and eccentric personality would 

make him particularly susceptible to the unconscious 

"reconstruction" of his memories as well. The truest statement 

in the entire Life is undoubtedly Hogg's confession in the 

fourth Oxford article that 

it is difficult [in speaking of Shelley at Oxford] 
to divest myself of later recollections; to forget 
for a while what he became in days subsequent, and 
to remember only what he then was, when we were 
fellow-collegians. It is difficult, moreover, to 
view him with the mind which I then bore, -- with a 
young mind. (NMM 35:72, HL 88) 

Hogg may be speaking here of the adult Shelley as a great 

poet, a destiny which Hogg at eighteen could hardly have 

predicted for his attractive new friend, but the ambiguous 

phrase "what he became in days subsequent" also suggests some 

more sinister development in the character and conduct, or the 

fate, of the adult Shelley.82 This sinister quality would have 

81 Kendall's remark that" life-relationship biography" can 
provide a "vehicle by which. . the friends of literary 
giants [express] their frustrations, engendered by the great 
man" (125) may also have some bearing on the matter. 

82 The "later recollections" of which Hogg cannot "divest 
[him] self" certainly include Shelley's elopement with Mary and 
Harriet's suicide. Perhaps they also include Shelley's death 
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been absent from the boy Hogg knew -- and probably loved -- at 

Oxford. Indeed that Shelley, though hardly the feckless 

incompetent Hogg depicts him as being, was as different from 

the Shelley who drowned in the Gulf of Spezia as the unstable 

young radical expelled with Shelley in 1811 was from the 

middle-aged barrister who composed the Oxford articles. 

Setting aside Shelley's poetic greatness, which Hogg could 

never bring himself to acknowledge, and even the pattern of 

"desertions" and "betrayals" which Hogg perceived in Shelley's 

by drowning, with his failure to return to England 
constituting a kind of betrayal. Hogg must have been aware 
that some readers, led by his words to think of the adult 
Shelley, would share this difficulty. 

Earlier in the same chapter he suggests that the adult 
Shelley on some occasions may have been "misled by an ardent 
imagination. ., something of hastiness in choice, and a 
certain constitutional impatience" with the result that he 
"shared in the common portion of mortality, -- repentance" 
(67), again implying, without following the thought through, 
that Shelley had sins to answer for. Harriet's death alone 
would make it difficult for Hogg to remember Shelley as he had 
been before tragedy marred the friendship, and this difficulty 
was further enhanced by changes in Hogg's own character (here 
presented somewhat inaccurately as the "seriousness. . . of 
premature old age" induced by "twenty years of assiduous 
study," NMM 35:72, HL 81). Even without the motive of self
protection which caused Hogg consciously or unconsciously to 
distort his memories of their Oxford days, it would have been 
difficult for Hogg at thirty-nine or forty to recreate the 
eighteen-year-old Shelley as seen by his eighteen-year-old 
self. 

A case in point is Hogg's comment on Shelley's "fatal 
taste for perilous recreations" in the pistol anecdote. This 
somber note in an otherwise humorous story, which clearly 
relates to boating as well as to pistol-shooting, shows that 
Hogg did indeed have difficulty "view[ing Shelley] with the 
mind which [he] then bore" a "young mind" blissfully 
ignorant of the death by water which would rob him of his 
friend in just eleven years. 
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conduct toward him,s3 it was difficult, very difficult, for 

him to remember Shelley as he had really been in 1810 and 

1811, or to depict him objectively and accurately at this 

period or any other. 

Hogg, then, had more reason than most biographers of 

friends to delude himself with regard to his relationship with 

his subj ect. Even if he did not deliberately distort his 

Oxford recollections, as seems probable, they cannot be immune 

from "reconstructive errors." His egotism, his pride, his 

sensitivity, his desire to hide his youthful follies,M and 

most of all, the mixture of love and resentment, admiration 

and envy, which he felt for Shelley would distort his memories 

with no conscious effort on his part, leading, perhaps 

inevitably, to the depiction of himself as the sensible foil 

83 See my Introduction and the discussion of Hogg' s 
manufactured "dedication" to the "Essay on Friendship" in the 
previous chapter. 

M According to conway, recollection of one's earlier 
attitudes and beliefs is also subject to distortion by present 
self-image and is "subject to much reconstruction when 
'remembered'," but this tendency "to reconstruct the past so 
that it is compatible with the present" is less likely to 
occur when such beliefs are important to the person or when 
the "attempts at remembering. . . [are] highly motivated" 
(101). Since Hogg was "highly motivated" to recall beliefs 
very different from those he had actually held at age 
eighteen, it is highly probable that these "remembered" 
beliefs had indeed been distorted by unconscious 
"reconstruction." 
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to the eccentric and credulous young poet. 85 with or without 

the deliberate distortion which pervades the later portions of 

the Life, the Oxford chapters cannot be viewed as the products 

of a trustworthy memory or the objective observations of an 

amused bystander. To assume, as Dowden, Blunden, and White 

have done, that any inaccuracies in the Oxford anecdotes stern 

merely from comic exaggeration of Shelley's oddities by a 

sensible man unable to fully comprehend a flighty poet is 

vastly to underrate Hogg's capacity for misremembering (if not 

deliberately falsifying) his material. M 

85 Other, less vivid, memories of "routine, often 
repeated, low-emotion, everyday events," which would not 
normally "be represented in memory in any great detail" 
(Conway 104), may have been enlivened through invented details 
which remained "true" to the Hogg and the Shelley created 
through this process of natural distortion. Even here Hogg 
might well be adhering to the truth of "mythological 
necessity" rather than deliberately lying. Conversations, 
meals, and walks together through the countryside would all 
fall into this category. 

86 Even Cameron, who understands that "Hogg' s book 
presents a fundamentally distorted picture [of Shelley]", 
traces the problem to Hogg's "shallow concept of his subject" 
and "the fundamental divergence of philosophy between the two" 
(17), a position which differs very little from Dowden's or 
White's. Taking the descriptions in Hogg's Preface of his 
political and moral philosophy as true statements rather than 
the self-protective distortions I have shown them to be (see 
Chapter III), Cameron believes, like Dowden and White, that 
the "motivating philosophy. . . behind [Shelley's] actions and 
his poetry ... was genuinely ridiculous to Hogg" (18). He 
does, however, concede Hogg' s "unconscious resentment of 
Shelley's posthumous fame and his own obscurity" as a partial 
cause of Hogg' s distortions (17). (Holmes holds a similar 
view; see note 6, above.) 



358 

Some of the recollections delineated in Hogg's Oxford 

chapters, among them the pistol and Magdalen Bridge anecdotes 

quoted above, fit the pattern of memories so frequently 

"rehearsed" that they have been "honed," as Conway puts it, 

" into a dramatic tale" (71). But given Hogg' s tendency to 

suppress or falsify documents and the capacity for invention 

revealed in the 1858 Life (the dedication to the "Essay on 

Friendship," for example), it seems likely that he employed 

deliberate invention in the 1832-33 articles as well. The 

"noble friend" ruse, at least, cannot be dismissed as an 

unconscious "reconstruction." The omissions, too, 87 are a kind 

of distortion, or cover-up -- legitimate, perhaps, in a series 

of anonymous articles, but not legitimate in the 

87 The omissions relate to Shelley as well as Hogg. 
Besides the title of the "little pamphlet" which led to the 
joint expulsion and other examples already cited, these 
omissions include references to Shelley's early works other 
than The Posthumous Fragments of Margaret Nicholson and "The 
Necessity of Atheism," Shelley's "love" for his cousin Harriet 
Grove, the negotiations of both boys with the publisher 
Stockdale, Shelley's active support of such liberal causes as 
Catholic emancipation and freedom of the press, Shelley's 
relationships with other friends (e.g. James Roe, Edward 
Fergus Graham, and Joseph Gibbons Merle), and his sponsorship 
of precocious female poets (Janetta Phillips and Felicia 
Browne, later Mrs. Hemans). Probably the most important 
omission is the titles and authors of the books Shelley was so 
assiduously reading (HL 58). Hogg names Locke, Hume, 
Aristotle, Plato, Plutarch, Euripides, and the septuagint, but 
omits (among many others) Godwin's Political Justice, which he 
may well have read along with Shelley. (Hogg would not, of 
course, have listed any books on chemistry or physics or any 
Gothic novels since he had ostensibly weaned Shelley from such 
interests.) 
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"commencement" of "a full and authentic account" of Shelley's 

life, as Hogg deceptively describes the articles in his 

Preface (5). 

The anecdote format is also, in itself, a kind of 

distortion. The original articles in New Monthly Magazine, for 

which this format was developed, were intended merely as 

random reminiscences, not a complete chronological record of 

Shelley's life at Oxford. By focusing on trivial incidents in 

which neither he nor Shelley was acting as a radical, 88 Hogg 

could ensure himself a prominent place in the narrative 

without sacrificing his anonymity or exposing his share in 

Shelley's "follies." 

Equally important, the anecdote format (combined with 

anonymity) permitted a free handling of both his own character 

and Shelley's, a kind of wish-fulfillment in which the "plain 

man" makes himself indispensable to the flighty eccentric. 

Hogg defends this focus on "trifling" illustrations of 

Shelley's "innumerable peculiarities" by pretending that a 

familiarity with these peccadillos will "greatly facilitate . 

88 This remark does not apply to the few important events, 
which Hogg did not entirely suppress, such as the expulsion or 
the writing and pUblication of minor literary works. In these 
instances Hogg found it "necessary" to tone down Shelley's 
radicalism and conceal his own, even if doing so meant 
altering the facts. As I will show later in this chapter, his 
treatment of The Posthumous Fragments of Margaret Nicholson, 
like his discussion of "The Necessity of Atheism," has 
apparently been falsified in this way. 
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.. the [reader's] full comprehension of [Shelley's] views and 

opinions" (HL 63). But this statement is obviously absurd. The 

whole point of a literary biography is to show the development 

of the author's thought and character in relation to his 

works. Even without exaggeration or a comic emphasis, a 

collection of anecdotes can illustrate only isolated 

personality traits or relationships, the choice of traits and 

relationships being wholly in the control of the author. Hogg 

focuses on his own relationship with Shelley, implicitly 

denying that the young poet had any other friends, and depicts 

by his own confession those personality traits which reflect 

what he claims to be the mark of Shelley's "true genius" and 

"greatness of soul" his "infantine simplicity" (63).89 

89 Probably Hogg did not really hold this view; the 
paragraph, like others already quoted, is structured so that 
the reader draws these inferences without Hogg's having stated 
them directly. He actually says: 

It would be easy to fill many volumes with reminiscences 
characteristic of my young friend, and of these the most 
trifling would perhaps best illustrate his innumerable 
peculiarities. with the discerning, trifles, though they 
are accounted such, have their value. A familiarity with 
the daily habits of Shelley, and the knowledge of his 
demeanor in private, will greatly facilitate, and they 
are perhaps even essential to, the comprehension of his 
views and opinions. Traits that unfold an infantine 
simplicity, the genuine simplicity of true genius, will 
be slighted only by those who are ignorant of the 
qualities that constitute greatness of soul: the 
philosophical observer knows well, that to have shown a 
mind to be original and perfectly natural, is no 
inconsiderable step in demonstrating that it is also 
great. (63-64) 

Although Hogg does directly attribute the "innumerable 
peculiari ties" to Shelley, he does not actually say that 
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Hogg's comic stories are ideally suited to provide a lively 

and amusing picture of the childlike and ineffectual Shelley 

he wishes us to see -- a picture which most Shelley scholars, 

following Dowden's lead, have been unwilling to "spoil" by 

subjecting it to "cross-questioning and rebuke" (DL 1:59). 

But even if this picture is distorted only, as Cameron 

believes, by exaggeration and a "shallow concept of [Shelley]" 

(Young Shelley 17), a collection of comic anecdotes does not 

constitute a biography. As Cameron himself points out, the 

format and focus of the Oxford chapters allow Hogg to 

reveal. [Shelley] either in isolation from 
[his radical humanitarianism] or in relation to a 
caricatured version of it, placing the emphasis on 
personal eccentricities . . . . We do not anywhere 
get the sense of watching the unfolding of the mind 
and life of a great poet. (Young Shelley 18) 

"trifling" remlnlscences of these "peculiarities" will 
illustrate "the daily habits of Shelley" or his "demeanor in 
private"; he only implies that they will do so. Nor does he 
directly state that such trifling reminiscences will 
illustrate that Shelley really had the "infantine simplicity" 
which ostensibly constitutes "true genius"; the reader again 
makes the implied connection. 

This dubious view of poetic greatness, which would not 
have seemed so far-fetched to nineteenth-century readers as it 
does to us, provides Hogg with a means by which to parody the 
angelic school, granting to Shelley the irrational 
susceptibility of Plato's Ion and paving the way for the later 
Life, which depicts "the Divine Poet" as the passive 
receptacle of poetic inspiration rather than the active 
creator of his own poetry (463). 
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However enjoyable they may be for readers untroubled by the 

emphasis on Shelley's eccentricity~ or the role of Hogg as 

hero, Hogg's stories cannot provide a sound basis even for our 

understanding of Shelley as an undergraduate, much less the 

understanding of his mental and moral development which we 

must have in order to interpret his works, early or late, from 

a biographical perspective. 

The larger question of whether the anecdotes faithfully 

represent what Hogg believed to be "true" (within the limits 

he allowed himself) is harder to answer. Obviously, given the 

research on memory already cited, they cannot be literally 

true, but the question of conscious distortion still remains. 

This question is further complicated by the absence from most 

of the Oxford anecdotes (unless we count gypsy children or 

Shelley's scout) of any person other than Hogg and Shelley. We 

do not have, as we do for certain anecdotes in the later 

portions of the Life, any counter-witness such as Peacock or 

Hunt to provide a more accurate (or less exaggerated) account 

of an event witnessed by both. 91 We have no letters from 

~ Even Robert Metcalf smith, a defender of Hogg's 
supposed "realism" as "a valuable corrective" to Lady 
Shelley's idealization of Shelley (25), distinguishes between 
"the charming and talented eccentric of Hogg's early Shelley 
papers" and the "caricature" in the 1858 Life (173). 

91 The expulsion chapter is an exception to this rule. 
Testimony contradicting Hogg (some of it already cited) is 
available regarding The Posthumous Fragments, "The Necessity 
of Atheism," and the expulsion itself. 
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Shelley to Hogg, or even from Hogg to Shelley, actually 

written from Oxford, since they were living in the same 

place.~ Nor do we have a journal 

recording, day by day, all that [Shelley] did, read 
and wrote; mentioning the letters received and sent 
by himself, the places which he visited, and the 
persons whom he saw ... [or, more important,] to 
provide. .. a check upon misrepresentations and 
inventions, and a test of the veracity and 
correctness of volunteer and amateur biographers .. 
. (HL 8]), 

as Hogg ironically represents Mary's journal as doing in his 

Preface. For these reasons it is difficult to prove that any 

anecdote in the Oxford section is wholly fictitious, depicting 

an invented experience rather than a real event. 93 But what we 

do know -- that the human memory is fallible, that Hogg's 

character and motives made his "autobiographical memories" 

peculiarly susceptible to distortion, that he not only omitted 

important information but distorted the depictions of himself 

and Shelley even in the much-praised Oxford chapters, and that 

he altered the letters in the 1858 portions of the Life to fit 

~ The letters from Shelley to Hogg which Hogg omitted 
from his Oxford account (Letters 1:26-40, 41-48) were written 
during the Christmas vacation while Shelley was at Field Place 
but Hogg, who did not go home to Norton, was at Oxford or in 
London. The fourteen letters which Shelley actually wrote from 
Oxford (all to correspondents other than Hogg, Letters 1:18-
26, 40, 49-55) provide some help, but many are just short 
notes. 

93 At least one anecdote in the 1858 Life, the account of 
Hogg's first encounter with Mary Godwin, is a complete 
fabrication of this sort, as I will show in a later chapter. 
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the depiction of events and characters in the 1832 articles~ 

-- increases the probability that the descriptive details, the 

conversations, the actions, and even the meals which he 

"remembers" are either "reconstructions" which "represent the 

personal meaning of an event at the expense of accuracy" 

(Conway 9) or out and out fabrications. 

Conway argues (with extensive research on human subjects 

to support him), that the mind's ability to retain "perceptual 

details" or "images" related to "any event is severely 

limited" (13), yet Hogg pretends that he can recall not only 

Shelley's appearance on the first day of their acquaintance 

without bringing in details belonging to a later time but the 

appearance of Shelley's rooms on his second day at Oxford, at 

which time they barely knew one another. Both descriptions 

focus on the contrasts which are one of Hogg's comic 

strategies, incongrui ty being the basis of comedy. "The 

appearance of my very extraordinary guest," says Hogg, 

referring to the young-looking freshman he had just met for 

the first time at dinner, 

. . . was a sum of many contradictions. His figure 
was slight and fragile, yet his bones and joints 
were large and strong. He was tall, but he stooped 
so much, that he seemed of a low stature. His 
clothes were expensive, and made according to the 
most approved mode of the day; but they were 

~ Hogg also had reasons for altering letters written 
after the Oxford period, most notably the desire to conceal 
his attempted seduction of Harriet. 
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tumbled, rumpled, unbrushed. His gestures were 
abrupt, and sometimes violent, occasionally even 
awkward, yet more frequently gentle and graceful. 
His complexion was delicate, and almost feminine, 
of the purest red and white; yet he was tanned and 
freckled by exposure to the sun, having passed the 
autumn, as he said, in shooting. His features, his 
whole face, and particularly his head, were, in 
fact, unusually small; yet the last appeared of a 
remarkable bulk, for his hair was long and bushy •• 

[I]n times when the hair was invariably 
cropped, like that of our soldiers, this 
eccentricity was very striking. His features were 
not symmetrical, (the mouth, perhaps, excepted) /s 
yet was the effect of the whole extremely powerful. 
They breathed an animation, a fire, an enthusiasm, 
a vi vid and preternatural intelligence, that I 
never met with in any other countenance. • . 
(HL 46) 

The last sentence shifts the focus away from concrete 

description to an almost poetic portrait of a spiritual being. 

The remainder of the description is even more abstract, 

focusing, as if in deference to the angelic school, on the 

beauty of Shelley's "moral expression." Hogg claims to have 

seen this beautiful expression, which "[reflected] an air of 

profound religious veneration," long after Shelley's death in 

"the frescoes . . . of the great masters of Florence and of 

Rome." He represents his new friend's "enthusiasm," his 

"ardour," and his "thirst for knowledge" as epitomizing "all 

those intellectual qualities which [he] had vainly expected to 

9S Rennie, who knew Shelley at Sion House, gives him 
"regular features," but since he also describes him as having 
hazel eyes instead of blue and gives his age as "twelve or 
thirteen" instead of eleven or twelve (1-2), his account does 
not provide trustworthy evidence against Hogg on this point. 



366 

meet with in an University" (46). This last statement we must 

accept as true, for had the vain and proud Hogg not seen in 

Shelley a being with an intelligence at least the equal of his 

own, he would never have seen fit to become his intimate 

associate. But -- and there is always a "but" when Hogg 

praises Shelley -- the voice of "this fine, clever fellow" is 

"excruciating" to the sensitive Hogg, who cannot bear "painful 

sounds" (46).96 He finds the voice "intolerably shrill, harsh, 

and discordant"; "without any remission" it "excoriates" his 

ears (46). The reader forgets at this point all of the 

abstract and hyperbolic praise of Shelley's "moral expression" 

and remembers only the exaggerated cornie detail of the 

"excruciating" voice. 

Fortunately, in this particular instance, we do have 

other testimony with which to gauge Hogg's accuracy. Almost 

every acquaintance of Shelley's, from his sister Hellen to the 

stockbroker / author Horace Smith, has attempted to describe the 

poet for the benefit of posterity. The matter of Shelley's 

voice has been dealt with earlier in this chapter;~ we know 

that it was shrill and "excruciating" only when he was 

excited. In any case, if it had been wholly unendurable, Hogg 

96 As noted elsewhere, Hogg switches the roles in the 
Keswick episode, where it is Shelley who cannot bear a 
Scottish servant girl's excruciating voice, to the great 
amusement of Harriet and Hogg. 

~ See note 72. 
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would have ended the initial conversation abruptly rather than 

discussing literature in the dining hall" [until] the servants 

came to clear the tables" and continuing the discussion in his 

own rooms (44-45), to which we must assume that he invited 

Shelley. Other details, among them Shelley's tall, slender 

build and his "long and bushy" hair, appear in almost all 

accounts and are not in dispute. Even the small head (with 

which Blunden takes issue, Shelley 119) is confirmed by the 

testimony of Peacock and Captain James Kennedy. 98 Shelley's 

fondness for expensive clothes is substantiated by a tailor's 

bill for March 25,181199 (SC 4:828-830), and by his sister 

Hellen's testimony (HL 23), but the rumpling Hogg describes 

must have been occasional, not perpetual -- the result, 

perhaps, of falling asleep in his clothes -- or else Shelley's 

habits changed abruptly when he came to Oxford. (Hellen 

testifies that he was careful not to let little Margaret's 

98 The only version of Captain Kennedy's account 
heretofore available to biographers is that published by Hogg, 
who did indeed "mutilate" the document, as Blunden charges 
without having seen the original manuscript (119). But 
Blunden's accusation that Hogg altered Kennedy's account to 
fit his notion that Shelley had a small head is false. The 
small head appears in the original manuscript (Bodleian MSS. 
Shelley adds. c. 8, fols. 138-147), which I have transcribed 
in the Appendix. 

99 Ironically, the date of the bill is also the date of 
Shelley's expulsion. However, the silk pantaloons, striped 
marcella waistcoat, patent silk braces, blue velvet coat, and 
other costly articles were purchased at various dates between 
November 1, 1810, and March 25, 1811, not all at once in 
anticipation of the expulsion as might be assumed. 
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muddy shoes "damage" his silk pantaloons when he carried her 

on their walks, 23). 

Other details in this passage are simply incompatible. It 

is possible to be slight and fragile-looking yet agile and 

muscular, but not to be slight and fragile-looking with large 

bones and joints. (An underweight person with large bones 

would more accurately be described as "raw-boned" than 

"slight.") Nor can a complexion be simultaneously "delicate, 

and almost feminine, of the purest red and white" and "tanned 

and freckled by exposure to the sun." Probably Shelley was 

tanned and freckled from shooting when Hogg first met him in 

October,l00 but his tan would have faded as winter approached 

and the naturally "red and white" complexion, with which 

Kennedy also credits him (see Appendix), would have manifested 

itself. It may be noted, too, that Hogg here presents 

Shelley's graceful movements as being usual and the 

awkwardness, of which he makes so much in later comic scenes, 

as only occasional. As for Shelley's stooping, we may assume 

that Hogg is exaggerating a slight tendency toward round 

shoulders developed somewhat later than the Oxford period from 

100 In quoting this description, Medwin comments that 
Shelley "had, during September, often carried a gun in his 
father's preserves," adding that Shelley at this time was 
already "an excellent shot" (109-110). A letter from Shelley 
to his Eton friend J.T.T. Tisdall confirms that the young 
Shelley spent a good deal of time shooting during his 
vacations at Field Place (Letters 1:2). 
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too much reading. Hellen, who last saw Bysshe in the summer of 

1811, about ten months after this scene, disputes the 

assertion, remembering" [her] brother's figure" as "slight and 

beautiful" (23). All in all, these contradictory details give 

us no clear picture of Shelley. We must go elsewhere to find 

out that his hair was brown, his eyes blue, and his nose small 

and tilted at the tip. tOt 

Hogg's description of his new friend's rooms as he first 

saw them is probably even more unreliable than his description 

of the friend himself. tOO On the second day of their 

acquaintance, Hogg enters Shelley's room to find him 

"cowering" over a dying fire with "trembling" limbs and 

"chattering" teeth. After rescuing the poor incompetent poet 

by stirring up the embers to create a blaze, Hogg sits down to 

observe his surroundings. Though the freshly painted and newly 

papered room is in a state of "indescribable confusion," he is 

tOt Sir Percy, who last saw his father's nose when he was 
three years old, is at pains to prove that it was the Roman 
nose he considers proper for an aristocrat while Jeaffreson 
wishes it to be a plebeian "pug" nose. Neither is correct. On 
this matter, at least, we have Shelley's own testimony (and 
Peacock's confirmation). 

100 Frequent contact with Shelley in 1810-11 and 1813-14, 
with at least occasional encounters in 1815-17, would have 
left a fairly clear picture of Shelley in Hogg's mind, though 
the boy of 1810 might have been confounded to some degree with 
the young man. But Shelley's Oxford room was left behind on 
March 25, 1811, and Hogg's mental picture of it could not have 
been very clear in 1832. 
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nevertheless able to describe it in minute detail twenty-two 

years later. 

Books, boots, papers, shoes, philosophical 
instruments, clothes, pistols, linen, crockery, 
ammunition, and phials innumerable, with money, 
stockings, prints, crucibles, bags, and boxes, were 
scattered on the floor and in every place; as if 
the young chemist, in order to analyze the mystery 
of creation, had endeavored first to re-construct 
primeval chaos. The tables, and especially the 
carpet, were already stained with large spots of 
various hues, which frequently proclaimed the 
agency of fire. An electrical machine, an air-pump, 
the galvanic trough, a solar microscope, and large 
glass jars and receivers, were conspicuous amidst 
the mass of matter. Upon the table by his side were 
some books lying open, several letters, a bundle of 
new pens, and a bottle of japan ink, that served as 
an inkstand; a piece of deal, lately part of the 
lid of a box, with many chips, and a handsome 
razor, that had been used as a knife. There were 
bottles of soda water, sugar, pieces of lemon, and 
the traces of an effervescent beverage. Two piles 
of books supported the tongs, and these upheld a 
small glass retort above an argand lamp. (54) 

The scene is obviously exaggerated, even without the reference 

to "primeval chaos." As Denis Florence MacCarthy astutely 

remarks, Shelley's rooms could not have been very cluttered or 

severely damaged on his second or third day at Oxford (29-30). 

This description and others like it 

betray rather the trick and artifice of a novelist 
endeavoring to produce an effective picture than 
the serious aim of a historian able and willing to 
tell the truth. (28) 

In any case, neither the clutter nor the foul-smelling fumes 

which arise when the retort boils over deter Hogg from 

spending the evening in Shelley's rooms (55). Nor does the 
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condition of Shelley's rooms prevent the boys, who quickly 

become "intimate and inseparable companions," from spending 

more time in Shelley's rooms than Hogg's because "there his 

philosophical apparatus was at hand" (55-56) (Evidently a path 

could be negotiated through the sea of boots, books, and 

razors, and it was still possible to sit down to supper or 

tea. ) 

On his first visit to Shelley's rooms, Hogg would 

certainly have noted the scientific instruments and perhaps 

the stains (if any) on the new carpet, but only frequent 

visits would enable him to delineate Shelley's possessions so 

familiarly -- and then only while the memory was fresh. 103 

After a lapse of twenty-two years, only such unusual 

possessions as the galvanic trough, the electrical machine, 

and the duelling pistols would be likely to remain in his 

mind. Far from being an accurate description resulting from 

Hogg's "extraordinarily good" memory "for physical 

impressions" (White 1:587), this detailed rendering must be a 

"reconstruction" based on a general impression of a cluttered 

and damaged room combined with objects which Hogg knew Shelley 

103 At least some of the details appear to be sheer 
invention. Hogg 's memory would be phenomenal indeed if he 
could recall, twenty-two years later, the chipped lid of a 
deal (i. e. pine) box and "the traces of an effervescent 
beverage." 
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to possess, or which an adolescent male from a well-to-do 

family was likely to bring with him to Oxford in 1810. 

The incidental remarks in this passage provide a clue as 

to the purpose of this exaggerated description. The 

contradictions in the appearance of the room -- newly painted, 

papered, carpeted, and furnished on the one hand, yet 

disorganized and already damaged on the other -- parallel the 

"contradiction[s] ... which [Hogg has] already observed in 

Shelley's person and dress" (HL 54), but this time in a 

mythical atmosphere of "primeval chaos." Shelley has been 

shivering in front of a dying fire while his scout works (to 

no effect) to organize the cluttered room; neither of them 

thinks to stir the embers, a task which the practical Hogg 

immediately undertakes. Shelley's actions in this little 

tableau illustrate his supposed ineptitude, in particular his 

unfitness to be a scientist, and indicate his ostensible need 

for a practical companion (i.e. Hogg). The damaged and 

disorganized room exemplifies, and indeed embodies, this 

ineptitude, reinforcing the impression created through 

Shelley's actions by presenting the consequences of those 

actions in a symbolic setting.l~ 

1~ The "practical" Hogg had a lifetime ambition to be a 
novelist. Seven years after his Oxford articles, he published 
a series of fictionalized "Recollections of Childhood" in the 
short-lived Monthly Chronicle, somehow managing to include 
among them a fragment of a historical novel on Norman England 
(JH 185). 
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Like the physical descriptions and details of action in 

the Oxford anecdotes, the conversations in these stories (and 

in the Life as a whole) must be at best involuntary 

"reconstructions" of the type Conway describes rather than 

verbatim transcriptions. More probably, since most of these 

conversations relate to "routine events" of the type which 

"[tend] to be rapidly forgotten" (Conway 60), the dialogues 

(and monologues) here as elsewhere in Hogg I s book are probably 

imaginative recreations -- or, to put it less euphemistically, 

fabrications. Cameron, who believes as I do that the Life "is 

not genuine biography but semi-fiction," remarks that Hogg 

"feels free to reconstruct conversations -- forty-eight years 

later" (Young Shelley 17), an observation which is, of course, 

equally applicable to the Oxford segment in which the 

conversations are "remembered" after an interval of twenty-two 

years. lOS 

l~ MacCarthy, writing in 1872, is undoubtedly the first 
to note the adroitness with which Hogg skirts difficulties 
within his conversations. Rather than having shelley answer 
the question, "How long [have you] been at Oxford, and how [do 
you like] it?", Hogg has Shelley "answer ..• my question with 
a certain impatience, and [resume] the subject of our 
discussion" (HL 45). After quoting this passage, MacCarthy 
comments, "This is in Mr. Hoggls best style. He always found 
it easier to invent or embellish a conversation than to state 
a fact" (17). In this instance Hoggls failure to "state a 
fact" conceals from the reader (deliberately or otherwise) 
that Shelley matriculated to Oxford in March 1810, seven 
months before taking up residence (and meeting Hogg) in 
October 1810. 
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A case in point is the expulsion monologue referred to 

earlier as having been assigned by Hogg to Shelley. A few 

moments after rushing into his room shouting, "I am expelled! 

I am expelled!" (HL 168), Shelley has recovered sufficiently 

to deliver a semi-formal oration complete with internal 

dialogue: 

I was sent for suddenly a few minutes ago; • 
Our master. produced a copy of the Ii ttle 
syllabus, and asked me if I were the author of it. 

. I begged to be informed for what purpose he 
put the question. No answer was given •... (168) 

Blunden correctly observes that the style of this little 

speech is 

unlike what one man [or boy] says to another in a 
crisis. Such expressions as "a copy of the little 
syllabus" and "no answer was given" would not come 
naturally from Shelley at that moment. Hogg is 
writing the story and pretending that Shelley is 
speaking it. ("Expelled" 22-23, italics mine)1°O 

The impromptu oration continues in the same vein, with Shelley 

using two very Hoggian adjectives, "ungentlemanlike" and 

"vulgar" (HL 168) in his denunciation of the IImaster I Sll 

tyranny. In their small way, these two words help to confirm 

Blunden I s judgment that the speech is a fiction of Hogg IS 

100 Though Blunden I s article, "Shelley Is Expelled," 
exemplifies the Hogg-created view of Shelley as credulous and 
impractical, his analysis of the defects in Hoggls expulsion 
narrative is astute. Oddly, Blunden remarks in this article 
that "Hoggls writings about Shelley are largely fiction" (22) 
but he is much less critical in his biography, written two 
years later. Possibly he found himself having to rely on 
Hoggls Oxford articles for lack of other materials. 
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making. The dialogue "quoted" within the speech is both 

pompous and unrealistic: 

• • . The master loudly and angrily repeated, "Are 
you the author of this book?" If I can judge from 
your manner, I said, you are resolved to punish me, 
if I should acknowledge that it is my work. If you 
can prove that it is, produce your evidence; it is 
neither just nor lawful to interrogate me in such a 
case and for such a purpose. Such proceedings would 
become a court of inquisitors, but not free men in 
a free country. "Do you choose to deny that this is 
your composition?" the master reiterated in the 
same rude and angry voice. (168) 

This speech probably presents the circumstances of the 

expulsion accurately enough -- an exasperated master receiving 

a lecture on the evils of tyranny instead of a yes or no 

answer from an intractable undergraduate -- but the speech is 

unrealistically formal, especially as "quoted" by a boy who 

has just sunk down on the sofa, "repeating, with convulsive 

vehemence, the words, 'Expelled, expelled!'. . his whole 

frame quivering" (168). Admittedly, the speech, for all its 

defects, does provide Shelley with an ephemeral moral victory 

over tyranny as personified by the master. More important for 

Hogg's purposes, it provides fuel for his attack on Oxford and 

enables him to end the chapter by presenting Shelley as a waif 

"suddenly and unnaturally abandoned" to "the utmost violence" 

of the "vast and shoreless world" (172). 

To achieve this effect, Hogg must transform his "frank 

and fearless" Shelley (172) into a helpless victim, and he 

ends the scene with the "deeply shocked" and "cruelly 
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agitated" young poet quivering on the sofa, convulsively 

repeating, "Expelled, expelled!" (168). Reacting to these 

"dramatic arrangements," Blunden comments: 

Hogg . • . represents Shelley as almost collapsing 
under the stroke; he does it ably, and there is no 
means of disproving what he asserts to have passed 
in this encounter. But the other accounts of 
Shelley's temper throughout the Necessity of 
Atheism affair "do not that way tend" .... Did he 
really betray terrible agitation to the intrepid 
Hogg? When he called on an old schoolfellow 
[Halliday], on that fatal day, Shelley did not 
quiver in every joint. ("Expelled" 25) 

Objecting to this unShelleyan cowardice but unable to disprove 

it, Blunden cites only the testimony of other witnesses as 

counter-evidence. But (unaltered) letters of the period 

support Blunden's objection, proving that Shelley recovered 

from the shock of expulsion much more quickly and completely 

than "the intrepid Hogg." Shelley's account to his father of 

the expulsion and the writing of the pamphlet is calm, 

accurate, and only slightly defensive, 107 whereas the letter 

Hogg wrote to Shelley's mother soon after the expulsion (like 

his later expulsion accounts of 1833 and 1858) is extremely 

107 Though he refers to the "proceedings of Oxford" as 
"violent" and "tyrannical," Shelley's statement that "for 
myself I am perfectly indifferent to the [expulsion]" (Letters 
1:56, italics in original) appears to be truthful. There is no 
indication that he took either the disgrace or the loss of a 
formal university education to heart. 
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defensive and emotional. lOS The "dramatic arrangements" 

accompanying the monologue reverse these roles, in part to set 

the stage for Hogg's own contrasting (and largely imaginary) 

heroism, and in part to justify Hogg's rage against Oxford by 

making Shelley's sUffering seem greater than it was. 

Another probable instance of "Hogg[' s] writing the story 

and pretending that Shelley is speaking it" ("Expelled" 23) is 

Hogg's depiction of his first conversation with Shelley in 

Chapter III (originally printed in the first Oxford article). 

If Hogg's time scheme can be trusted, this conversation with 

a stranger lasted about six hours, yet he pretends to remember 

almost the whole of it. ostensibly Hogg, who had been in 

residence at Oxford for about five months (not counting the 

"long vacation," which he undoubtedly spent at home), met a 

very young-looking stranger at dinner and "fell into 

conversation" with him. Strange to say, given his prodigious 

memory, Hogg cannot recall how the "discourse" began, but 

pretends that it somehow arrived at "a subject sufficiently 

remote from all the associations [he and Shelley] were able to 

trace" in subsequent attempts to recall this momentous 

108 Cameron, who mistakenly attributes the letter to 
Shelley based on a blunder by W.S. Scott (Athenians 11-13), 
comments that "Shelley" (Le. Hogg) "is obviously trying to 
tone down his views (even to the point of casting reflections 
on atheists)" (Young Shelley 301 n. 100). See the Appendix for 
the letter as it appears in SC 2: 820-823, where it is 
correctly attributed to Hogg. 
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occasion (HL 44). Hogg maintains that Shelley defended the 

works of "the German school" (which could mean any author from 

Goethe to "Monk" Lewis) whereas Hogg defended "the Italian 

school" (presumably Petrarch, Ariosto, and Boccaccio, for all 

of whom Hogg afterward acquired a taste), but both boys later 

admitted that they were ignorant of these topics and changed 

the subject. The difficulty of maintaining a lengthy 

discussion on a topic about which one knows nothing would seem 

obvious enough, though to my knowledge no biographer or critic 

has remarked on it. Nor has anyone (except the undependable 

Medwin) suggested that the eighteen-year-old Shelley might not 

have been ignorant of German literature (as contrasted with 

his universally acknowledged interest in English "Gothic" 

novels and poetry). Hogg's pretense that Shelley defended the 

"literature of the German school" despite knowing nothing 

about it combined with the attribution to his juvenile self of 

a (feigned) taste for Italian literature implies that even in 

matters about which both were genuinely or ostensibly ignorant 

his taste was superior to the future poet's. More important, 

this pretext distances the young Hogg from any connection with 

"the German school," to which, like Shelley, he may well have 

been attracted at this time.l~ Probably he saw the attractive 

young stranger reading a book of "the German school" at dinner 

l~ I will return to this point in my discussion of the 
juvenile Hogg's lost novel, Leonora. 
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and expressed an interest in the work -- a ready-made opening 

for conversation much more plausible than Hogg's long-winded 

and cumbersome "explanation." Unfortunately or otherwise, 

Hogg's desire to conceal any knowledge of German literature on 

Shelley's part, much less his own, prevents him from 

reconstructing this portion of the dialogue. 

Not surprisingly, the "quoted" portions (which begin on 

the sixth page of the chapter in Dowden's edition) are as 

implausible as the earlier portion but for a different reason. 

Rather than concealing one of the young Shelley's interests 

(with a parallel interest on the part of the young Hogg) , he 

is now creating a mythical Shelley, fervently enthusiastic, 

boundlessly benevolent (in theory, at least), and hopelessly 

entrapped in his own idealistic imaginings. Having confessed 

his ignorance of German literature, Hogg's Shelley now makes 

an amazing pronouncement: 

Whether the literature of Germany, or of Italy, be 
the more original, or in a purer and more accurate 
taste, is of little importance, for polite letters 
are but vain trifling; the study of languages, not 
only of the modern tongues, but of Latin and Greek 
also, is merely the study of words and phrases, of 
the names of things; it matters not how they are 
called; it is surely far better to investigate the 
things themselves. (45) 

The style of this pronouncement marks it immediately as either 

a "reconstruction" or an invention. No undergraduate in the 

history of England ever spoke in this manner in conversation 
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with friend or stranger, nor could Hogg have remembered such 

words had they actually been spoken. 

To be sure, Shelley did express a superficially similar 

position somewhat later in his "Votary of Reason" period 

(1810-12). In a letter to William Godwin dated July 29, 1812, 

about fifteen months after his expulsion from Oxford, Shelley 

argues against a point made by his future father-in-law: 

You say that words will neither debauch our 
understandings, nor distort our moral feelings. 
but words are the very things that . . . contribute 
to the growth & establishment of prejudice: the 
learning of words before the mind is capable of 
attaching correspondent ideas to them, is like 
possessing machinery with the use of which we are 
so unacquainted as to be in danger of misusing it. 
But words are merely signs of ideas, how many 
evils, & how great spring from annexing inadequate 
& improper ideas to words. The words honor, virtue, 
duty, goodness, are examples of this remark. 
(Letters 1:317, italics in original)llo 

This argument, intended to refute Godwin's defense of a 

classical education, shows a surprising sophistication for a 

young man just short of his twentieth birthday. No doubt 

Shelley's views on this topic were rougher and less coherent 

in October 1810 than in July 1812, but Hogg' s distortions 

110 Godwin's reaction to this argument is unknown. Though 
his diary shows that he wrote to Shelley on July 31, probably 
in response to this letter, the reply is not extant, and 
Jones's edition of Shelley's Letters shows a long break in the 
correspondence at this point even though Shelley and Godwin 
were still on friendly terms. In the 1858 Life, Hogg prints a 
more or less accurate version of Shelley's letter (355-359), 
safely distant from the Oxford chapters, but in 1832 when he 
composed the little speech on the "names of things" (HL 45), 
he was probably unaware of the letter's existence. 
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(among them the omission of an important argument) 111 make the 

ideas seem both immature and absurdly inconsistent with 

Shelley's own wildly imaginative nature.1l2 

Since Hogg is less interested in Shelley's ideas (which 

we are not to take seriously) than in presenting Shelley as a 

comic figure, this emphasis on the inconsistency of his 

"volatile" new friend is quickly transferred to a new topic, 

Shelley's enthusiasm for science. Though Hogg devotes more 

than two pages later in the chapter to a scientific monologue 

he attributes to Shelley, on this occasion he depicts himself 

as spending an hour or so observing the "fine, clever fellow" 

while ignoring his ideas and suffering excruciating pain from 

his intolerably shrill voice (46-47). Shelley leaves to attend 

a lecture on geology (presumably in keeping with his 

scientific interests) but returns, teeth chattering, to 

complain that the lecture was unbearably dull. To Hogg' s 

question, "What did the man talk about?", Shelley ostensibly 

answers: 

About stones! about stones! About stones! 
stones, stones, stones! -- nothing but stones! 
and so drily. It was wonderfully tiresome -- and 

111 He omits the key point that words (and the literature 
which embodies them) not only reflect but reinforce cultural 
"prejudices" (Letters 1:317). 

112 The apparent contempt for language and Ii terature 
expressed by a boy already embedding his ideas in novels and 
poetry must have struck the adult Hogg as ludicrous. 
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stones are not interesting things in themselves. 
(47) 

This repetitious and inarticulate little speech forms a marked 

contrast to the previous sermon on the inutility of language 

and literature; Shelley again appears not only inconsistent 

(geology being a means of "investigat[ing] the things 

themselves") but, in this case, more than a little dense.113 

But Hogg's narration is also inconsistent. Having just 

said that he (as a character in the story) had no interest in 

Shelley's "eloquent disquisition" in defense of chemistry and 

used the time to observe his companion (HL 45), he now 

presents a second "disquisition" on the same subject, 

occurring on the same night -- after the comfort-loving Hogg 

has pointed out that the hour is late and the fire is dying. 

By his own account Hogg had, as man or boy, no interest in 

physical science, even doubting its utility (48),114 yet 

despite this indifference, he somehow remembers, twenty-two 

113 Hogg even contrives to make Shelley clumsy in this 
tiny scene; in making his escape he draws attention to himself 
by striking his knee against a bench (47). 

114 Since Hogg' s confessions of ignorance are sometimes 
intended to conceal a youthful interest in a subject (e.g. 
radical politics or Gothic literature), it is possible that he 
was also interested in science but now chooses to deny this 
interest, perhaps because to avow it would deprive him of the 
credit for weaning Shelley away from science toward 
metaphysics. Moreover, Shelley's "childish" experiments 
provide Hogg with a marvelous opportunity for comedy. (Hogg's 
position that chemistry and its sister sciences is useless is 
of course untenable.) 
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years later, the exact words of his new acquaintance on this 

uninteresting subject. 11s The style, too, is evidence against 

the authenticity of his speech. Although Shelley seems to have 

been a more gifted orator than White and others have tended to 

believe, 116 this oration, like that supposedly delivered to 

Hogg just after Shelley's expulsion, is impossibly formal and 

complex. As the opening lines indicate, Hogg returns here to 

the pomposity of the brief attack on language and literature, 

again in marked contrast to the pitiful lamentation on 

"stones, stones, stones": 

Is not the time of by far the larger proportion of 
the human species wholly consumed in severe labour? 
And is not this devotion of our race -- of the 
whole race, I may say (for those who, like 
ourselves, are indulged with an exemption from the 
hard lot are so few, in comparison with the rest, 
that they scarcely deserve to be taken into the 
account) absolutely necessary to procure 
subsistence; so that men have no leisure for 
recreation or the high improvement of the mind? Yet 
this incessant toil is still inadequate to procure 
an abundant supply of the common necessar ies of 
life: some are doomed actually to want them [i.e. 
survive without them] and many are content with an 
insufficient provision. . (48) 

us Blunden ci tes this speech as another instance of 
"[Hogg's] writing the story and pretending that Shelley is 
speaking it": "[Hogg] professes to record a few remarks by 
Shelley on the possibilities of scientific progress, spoken in 
1810, to the extent of about 1,000 words without 
interposition" ("Expelled" 23, my italics). Blunden does not 
develop the point, but clearly he regards the speech (though 
not the incident or the characterization) as largely 
fictitious. 

116 See Denis Florence MacCarthy's discussion of Shelley's 
Irish expedition (Shelley's Early Life, passim). 
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The sentiment here is indeed Shelleyan, but the improbability 

of his having uttered these particular words, especially the 

long and complicated second sentence, as the prelude to a 

lengthy but impromptu lecture to a new acquaintance is 

exceeded only by the improbability of Hogg' s having remembered 

not only this passage but the remaining ninety lines of the 

speech for twenty-two years. 

The content of the speech is another matter altogether. 

As Carl Grabo has shown, the "wild speculations" which Hogg 

attributes to Shelley reflect a sophisticated knowledge of the 

science of the day (8-9) 117 which must be either Shelley's or 

Hogg's. The oration contains a variety of astute observations 

and prescient assertions, among them the notions that 

scientists might one day produce food from "substances that 

appear at present to be • ill-adapted to sustain us," that 

heat might be produced at will from sUbstances not then 

recognized as being combustible, that electricity would prove 

to be a "mighty instrument," and that navigation by air 

"promises prodigious facilities for locomotion" (49-50). 

117 What the passage (and especially its retention in the 
1858 Life) really shows, according to Grabo, is "[Hogg's] own 
complete ignorance of [the] justification [of these 
speculations] in the scientific theory of the day" (8-9). In 
other words, these "wild" speculations (which Hogg presents as 
a monologue delivered by the "slender, beardless stranger" on 
the first day of their acquaintance) reveal the extent of 
Shelley's scientific reading, not the wildness of his 
imagination. 
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Despite an undoubted intention to the contrary, Hogg's pose as 

skeptical observer places him, in this instance, at a 

disadvantage. Most of these predictions, along wi th the 

overall position that applied science can alleviate some of 

the sufferings of humankind, have been proven more or less 

correct. 118 (Unfortunately the concomi tant idea, shared by 

Peacock, that men [and women] will use the resulting respite 

from labor to improve their minds has not). 

But the question here is not whether Shelley's 

predictions were accurate but whether he really made them at 

this time and in this manner. If Hogg's claim that he cared 

little and knew less about physical science is true, as it 

appears to be, 119 the ideas expressed here must indeed be 

Shelley's, acquired by reading the most advanced scientific 

thought of the day. But to assume that Hogg, encountering 

these apparently fantastic ideas for the first time in a 

118 That the specific examples which illustrate these 
assertions ("intrepid aeronauts" surveying Africa from a hot 
air balloon, for example, or "electrical kites" drawing down 
lightning from the sky) do not correspond with the means 
actually employed to apply these "wild speculations" does not, 
of course, invalidate the speculations themselves. 

119 The advantages of repudiating his own early interest 
in science by attributing it to Shelley under the cover of a 
denigrating label ("wild speculations") seem negligible. Nor 
does Hogg's correspondence reveal any evidence of an interest 
in science beyond a dilettantish dabbling in botany and 
astronomy. otherwise, Hogg's interest in the material world 
appears to have been confined to the comforts it could provide 
him. 
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speech by a new acquaintance, was enabled by his prodigious 

memory to reproduce this speech twenty-two years later is 

absurd. A person with no interest in science would not have 

memorized a speech on the subject even if the limitations of 

human memory did not in themselves preclude such a feat. We 

are left, then, with only one possibility: the ideas are 

Shelley's but the speech itself is a fabrication -- created, 

perhaps, by weaving together remarks Shelley made in Hogg's 

presence on various occasions. uo The frequent reiteration of 

these ideas would have drummed them into Hogg's memory as a 

single speech could never have done. 

The speech thus created -- "true" in the sense that it 

places Shelley's ideas in his own mouth though otherwise 

fictitious -- works in several important ways to establish 

Hogg's version of the Shelley myth. It illustrates not only 

the inconsistency which Hogg wishes to establish as one of 

Shelley's leading traits but his supposed enthusiasm in the 

pursuit of foolish or hopeless causes, a motif which appears 

120 Hogg to the contrary, Shelley's interest in the 
practical application of scientific principles did not die 
with the exposure of his ideas to Hogg's ridicule. Shelley was 
still asserting the importance of science (though not to Hogg) 
in 1812 (Letters 1:318). Even as an adult, he continued to 
read about science and technology. Such mature poems as "The 
Cloud," "Ode to the West Wind," and Prometheus Unbound 
reflect a continuing interest in scientific theory, while the 
playful "Letter to Maria Gisborne," which relates in part to 
the construction of a steamboat, shows an interest in applied 
science and technology. 
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again in the 1858 Life with regard to the Irish expeditions. 

In addition, the speech allows Hogg to concede an inconvenient 

facet of the young poet's character, render it ridiculous, and 

quickly dispose of it when it has served its purpose. Though 

the reader must not believe that the "innocent and 

imaginative" Shelley was seriously interested in physical 

science or that he had any aptitude, theoretical or practical, 

for so unpoetical a pursuit (56, 74-75), Hogg is willing to 

exploit the idea of inept young poet as mad scientist for its 

potential humor. After a few comic scenes in which Shelley, 

"in pursuit of truth," trips over a hole in the rug resulting 

from an earlier incendiary experiment (56) and Hogg is nearly 

poisoned by drinking tea from a cup containing a seven-

shilling piece partly dissolved in aqua regia (57), Hogg 

asserts that his apathy and disparagement not only cured 

Shelley of his interest in these "playthings" but even (after 

Hogg has introduced Shelley to a passage in Plato disparaging 

"Physics"), discouraged him from pursuing his interest in 

scientific theory (57) .121 Since the appearance of Shelley's 

rn The passage-from-Plato incident is yet another 
instance of Hogg as mentor, in this case implying not only 
that Hogg was more of a classical scholar than Shelley but 
that Shelley was sufficiently gullible to be persuaded by 
Socrates' ostensible disparagement of the primitive "physics" 
of the fourth century B.C. to desist from his own pursuit of 
modern science. Rather than convincing Shelley of the 
inutility of science, this incident, if real, must have shown 
him the futility of trying to interest Hogg in the subject. 
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scientific ideas at any later point would invalidate this 

claim, Hogg must place these scenes, if he is to include them 

at all, near the beginning of his Oxford account, exploiting 

their comic potential and tying them into the on-going 

depiction of himself as Shelley's mentor before abandoning 

them for fresh material -- which we must also suspect of 

having been rearranged and distorted to fit his myth. 

Such distortions are not restricted to the words and 

actions of the characters or to "reconstructions," deliberate 

or otherwise, of actual events. Hogg's perspective, too, is 

fundamentally distorted, not only through the universally 

acknowledged humorous exaggeration, the self-confessed focus 

on trivial incidents, and the provably distorted depictions of 

the main characters, but through ironic undermining much like 

that already discussed in relation to Hogg's Preface and the 

opening chapters of the 1858 Life. Even in the highly regarded 

Oxford chapters, written before Hogg's apparent desire to 

diminish Shelley could be blamed on senility or cynicism, Hogg 

routinely assigns a favorable trait to Shelley only to 

undermine it with "evidence" which either contradicts the 

assertion or trivializes Shelley without supporting or 

refu'ting the assertion. 122 

122 Less favorable assertions (e.g. the unfitness of 
Shelley's mind for the study of mathematics, 74) are made more 
directly, always under the pretense of writing a "perpetual 
panegyric" (88). 
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A memorable example of the latter tactic occurs near the 

end of the story about Shelley's attraction to two "gipsy" 

children, one of several comic anecdotes in Chapter VII 

ostensibly illustrating the "regard for children" which "was 

not wanting" as an indication of Shelley's "benevolence" 

(141).ln Hogg interrupts the denouement to comment scathingly 

on Shelley's detractors: 

certain misguided persons, who, unhappily for 
themselves, were incapable of understanding the 
true character of Shelley, have published many 
false and injurious calumnies respecting him -
some for hire, others drawing largely out of the 
inborn vulgarity of their own minds, or from the 
necessary malignity of ignorance. (146) 

The reader, though seven chapters into the 1858 Life and in 

theory familiar with Hogg's stratagems, has been neatly set up 

to expect a defense of Shelley against these detractors and 

their "calumnies," whomever and whatever they may be. But just 

as Hogg, in his first Oxford chapter, had wriggled free of a 

In Hogg has just indicated that Shelley's in general tend 
to speak of him in the dull and "barren" language of 
"panegyric," a fault which they ought to remedy by 
"abstain[ing] in future from every vague expressl0n of 
commendation and faithfully to relate a plain, honest tale of 
unadorned facts" (141). The implication is, of course, that 
he, as a friend of Shelley, has been guilty of this very 
fault, which he intends to remedy by relating the following 
"honest" and "unadorned" story. But the next two sentences 
consist entirely of "vague expression[s] of commendation" 
implying (in the "language of panegyric" which he has just 
condemned) that Shelley regarded children highly and was 
therefore benevolent. Nor has he really said that the stories 
which follow are true ("plain, honest tale [s] of unadorned 
fact"); he has merely advised the "friends of Shelley" to 
write in such terms. 
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stated obligation to "examine the morality of the bard" in "a 

faithful history of [a poet's] whole life" by stating that he 

was merely depicting Shelley's "career" at Oxford (81), he 

again violates the reader's expectations, this time using what 

he probably regards as a comic twist. "But no one," he begins, 

"ever ventured to say" -- the reader waits, expecting some 

monstrously malignant charge -- "that [Shelley] was not a good 

judge of an orange!" (146). No defense against false charges, 

not even a negative defense in the form of a virtue 

acknowledged even by the most "vulgar" and "malignant" of the 

detractors. Instead, the benevolent young Shelley, lover of 

children, is reduced to a connoiseur of fruit, and his 

generous act of giving an orange to a gypsy child is likewise 

diminished through comic trivialization. 

The similar tactic of undermining a favorable assertion 

about Shelley with contrary (as opposed to irrelevant) 

evidence is best illustrated in the Oxford chapters by the 

anecdote of the boy and the donkey, mentioned earlier, in 

which Hogg acts as advocate for the helpless beast. As in the 

passage in Hogg' s Preface which reduces Shelley, great as 

poet, scholar, and thinker, to a "lady's man," Hogg here 

begins by piling on compliments: 

His inextinguishable thirst for knowledge, his 
boundless philanthropy, his fearless, it may be, 
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his almost imprudent, pursuit of truth, have 
already been exhibited (81) .124 

Rather than following this list of compliments (already 

weakened by the word "imprudent") with a comic understatement, 

as we might expect from the "lady's man" ploy, he continues 

with a more qualified but still favorable assertion: 

If mercy to beasts be a criterion of a good man, 
numerous instances of extreme tenderness would 
demonstrate his worth. I will mention one only. 
(81) • 

This "compliment," so weak as to damn Shelley with faint 

praise, is followed immediately by an incident in which the 

two protagonists encounter a brutish boy engaged in 

"violently" and "angrily" beating "a very young, and very 

weak" donkey, which is already "staggering" beneath its 

disproportionately heavy load. Shelley demonstrates his 

"extreme tenderness" and "mercy to beasts" by becoming 

inordinately angry. "Instantly transported far beyond the 

usual measure of excitement," he springs forward, intending to 

"interpose with energetic and indignant vehemence." But Hogg 

grabs him by the arm, saving the boy from sharing the fate of 

the mistreated beast and with difficulty persuading Shelley to 

"allow me [Hogg] to be the advocate of the dumb animal." 

124 These traits have been "exhibited", respectively, by 
Hogg's admission that he and Shelley together read Locke, 
Hume, and some "inferior" scottish metaphysicians (70); by the 
"philanthropic" speech on the potential of chemistry to ease 
the suffering of humanity; and by the "imprudent" scientific 
experiments already discussed. 
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While Hogg, with precocious wisdom, holds a socratic dialogue 

with the "young tyrant," Shelley "murmurs" impatiently, "his 

cheeks glow[ing] with displeasure." Afterwards, the wise and 

reasonable Hogg (who of course has accomplished his objective) 

illustrates his point that" injudicious" intervention stemming 

from "generous indignation" may well "aggravate the sUfferings 

of the oppressed by provoking the oppressor" by telling 

Shelley the (presumably unfamiliar) story of Don Quixote's 

ill-fated attempt to rescue the servant Andrew from his master 

(81-83) . 

In short, this anecdote, which illustrates Hogg's "mercy 

to beasts," Hogg's ability to reason even with illiterate 

young bullies, Hogg's knowledge of literature, and Hogg's calm 

and sensible conduct, can safely be regarded as a 

"reconstruction" based on Hogg's view of himself in 1832 (see 

p. 353, above). But Hogg pretends that he has illustrated 

Shelley's "exquisite sensibility" as manifested in a "sympathy 

with suffering" too "acute" to be controlled. "Mercy to 

beasts," it appears, consists in Shelley's case of the desire 

for violent retribution against the beast's "oppressor." Such 

desires, Hogg maintains, "accord well with the high 

temperature of a poet's blood" but "may possibly be 

inconsistent with the calmness and forethought of the 

philosopher" (83). The reader, fresh from an anecdote showing 

Shelley as a hothead and Hogg as both mentor and hero, 
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overlooks the qualifying (and lightly ironic) phrase "may 

possibly" and accepts the verdict of Shelley I s calm and 

rational friend that Shelley was not fitted by temperament to 

be a philosopher. 

Fortunately for Shelley's reputation, which has been 

badly damaged by the assumption that he was too emotional and 

imaginative to think rationally or behave sensibly without the 

guidance of a mentor, 125 at least one anecdote showing Hogg in 

this role can be thoroughly exploded. Hogg' s story of the 

genesis and development of The Posthumous Fragments of 

Margaret Nicholson has long been regarded as inaccurate in 

many respects, 126 and its assertions can in many instances be 

disproven. Hogg's version of the story, originally written as 

a prelude to the "Necessity of Atheism" portion of the 

expulsion chapter, goes like this. While Hogg is quietly 

reading a book he has picked up from the floor of Shelley's 

cluttered room, Shelley suddenly announces that he is about to 

publish some poems and places the proofs in Hogg's hands as 

incontrovertible evidence. That astute and venerable critic, 

having read the poems, informs his new friend that despite a 

125 The damage to Shelley's reputation caused by this 
Hogg-based assumption (and by Hogg's condescension in general) 
will be discussed in my final chapter. 

126 Even Dowden admits that "there is probably as much of 
the writer's 'Dichtung' as of his 'Warheit' in [this] 
"narrative" (OL 1:92). 
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few good lines and "bright thoughts," the poems are full of 

"irregularities and incongruities"; it would be "imprudent" to 

rush into print given the many "errors and defects. ,,127 

Shelley "faintly" protests that errors will not matter in an 

anonymous book but does not dispute Hogg's suggestions for 

improvement. Hogg then suggests that the poems should be 

rewritten rather than "altered" (revised) since "a short poem 

should be of the first impression" (dubious advice at best but 

in keeping with Hogg's consistent depiction of Shelley as an 

"inspired" poet who does not revise). Shelley, who until now 

has been happy with the poems as they are, inquires anxiously, 

"But in their present form you do not think they ought to be 

published?" to which Hogg, classical scholar and intellectual 

par excellance, responds, "Only as burlesque poetry." He makes 

a few changes and reads them aloud. Shelley, whose memory 

appears to be faulty, 128 laughs at the parody and begs Hogg to 

IV Far from regarding Shelley's poetry of this period as 
full of errors and defects, Hogg was striving to imitate it, 
as a comparison of his "It Heeds Not the Tempests" (see 
Appendix) with Shelley's lines beginning "How stern are the 
woes of the desolate mourner" (Letters 1:16), composed before 
he met Hogg, or with those beginning "Oh! take the pure gem to 
where southerly breezes" (1:38-39), mailed to Hogg six days 
before he received Hogg's "Tempest" poem, will indicate. 
Moreover, Shelley's letters to Hogg during the Christmas 
vacation show him criticizing Hogg's poems. Of one such poem 
Shelley remarks, "the idea is beautiful; but I hope the 
contrast is not from nature" (1:28). 

128 Earlier in the story he "forgets" Hogg's suggestions 
and criticisms (158). 
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repeat it. After amusing (and consoling) himself in this 

manner for awhile, Shelley abandons his intention to publish 

the poems even though they are already in proof. A few days 

later, having nothing better to do, the two boys amuse 

themselves by 

making [the poems] more and more ridiculous; by 
striking out the more sober passages; by inserting 
whimsical conceits; and especially by giving them 
what we called a dithyrambic character, which was 
effected by cutting some lines in two, and joining 
the parts together that would agree in 
construction, but were the most discordant in sense 
(159) • 

Having rendered the poems absurd in this manner, they amuse 

themselves by proposing "divers[e] ludicrous titles for the 

work," which they still intend not to publish. At last Hogg 

"hit[s] upon a title" which they consider sufficiently 

ridiculous and an "author" whom they can credit without 

harming her reputation: the poems will be ascribed to the then 

notorious Margaret Nicholson (Hogg calls her "Peg"), a "mad 

washerwoman" who had once attempted to assassinate King George 

III with a carving knife. "The poor maniac laundress," adds 

Hogg, "was gravely styled 'the late Mrs. Margaret Nicholson, 

widow' ,129 and the sonorous name of Fitzvictor had been culled 

129 Either Hogg' s memory is inaccurate here or he is 
deliberately altering the "author's" name as printed on the 
title page; in fact she was "styled" as "Margaret Nicholson; 
• . • that noted female, who attempted the life of the King in 
1786." Neither "Mrs." nor "widow" is anywhere in evidence. 
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for her inconsolable nephew and administrator. ,,130 To be sure, 

Mrs. Nicholson was still living in the autumn of 1810, 

but since her existence [in Bedlam] must be 
uncomfortable, there could be no harm in putting 
her to death, and in creating a nephew. . • to be 
the editor of his aunt's poetical works. (160) 

The proofs, no doubt scarcely readable at this point, are now 

altered again, this time with the object of "ridicul[ing] the 

strange mixture of sentimentality [and] murderous fury ... so 

prevalent in the [radical] compositions of the day. ,,131 When 

the bookseller arrives to pick up the corrected proofs, he is 

so pleased with what Hogg calls "our burlesque" that he asks 

to "publish the book on his own account, promising [not only] 

inviolable secrecy [but] as many copies gratis as might be 

required." To this generous proposition the boys reluctantly 

agree, and in just "a few hours" they are presented with "a 

noble quarto" on smooth, white drawing-paper. Shelley, "in an 

ecstacy of delight," runs about the room with the book in both 

hands, staring at the elegant title page with its "large, 

clear, and handsome type" (158-161). 

Though this detailed description of the book's 

appearance suggests that Hogg's personal copy is at hand as he 

130 Hogg seems unaware that the name Fitzvictor was 
"culled," undoubtedly by Shelley, from a pseudonym he had used 
in an earlier work, original Poetry by Victor and Cazire. 

131 No doubt this description would nicely fit Hogg' s lost 
novel, Leonora, whose radical tendencies so disturbed the 
publisher Stockdale. 
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writes, he later claims to have misplaced the one or more 

copies in his possession: they are "somewhere or other, but 

not at hand. ,,132 If this confession is true, his description 

of the contents of "our burlesque" must be written from the 

same prodigious memory which reproduced the lecture on science 

and the dialogue with the donkey boy; true or not, it serves 

as a handy device to cover any inaccuracies in his description 

which might be revealed should a copy of the rare book 

surface. At any rate, Hogg characterizes the first poem, the 

manuscript of which he claims was "confided to Shelley by some 

rhymester of the day," as "puling trash" condemning war of any 

kind while incongruously recommending "the dagger of the 

assassin as the best cure for all evils, and the sure passport 

to a lady's favour. ,,133 The rest of "our book" consists of 

132 Hogg did possess at least one copy of the Posthumous 
Poems, no doubt filed away with other books and papers from 
the Oxford period. H. Buxton Forman's copy had been signed by 
Hogg on the "half-title" (editorial note in Medwin's Life of 
Shelley, 1913 rev. ed., 60-61 n.). 

133 It is unclear from Hogg' s wording whether the 
"incongruous" daggers belong to the original manuscript or 
were added as part of the ostensible "burlesque." In any case, 
he is here confusing the anti-war poem with the 
"Epithalamium," in which Charlotte Corday waxes poetic over 
the "dear knife" used by Francis Ravaillac to dispatch an 
unnamed tyrant. Far from glorifying daggers or advocating 
assassination as the cure for all social ills, the anti-war 
poem leaves the punishment of bloodthirsty monarchs till the 
last judgment and advocates the beating of swords into 
plowshares: "When will the sun smile on the bloodless field/ 
And the stern warrior's arm the sickle wield?" (Fragments 
149). 
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"sundry odes and other pieces, professing an ardent attachment 

to freedom, and proposing to stab all who [are] less 

enthusiastic than the supposed authoress." Hogg vaguely 

remembers "some verses with a great deal about sucking in 

them" to which he had objected as being "unsuitable to the 

gravity of an university, ,,134 but which Shelley, viewing them 

as "the most impressi ve of all," would not consent to 

omi tting . 135 Another poem "concern [ s] a young woman, one 

Charlotte Somebody, who attempted to assassinate Robespierre, 

or some such person," (161, italics mine) .136 such fuzzy 

descriptions, reflecting a real or ostensible forgetfulness on 

Hoggls part, leave the uninitiated reader wondering why he did 

not search out his own copy of the Fragments to refresh his 

memory. But the impression of forgetfulness is a deliberate 

strategy, a form of self-protection which he reinforces by 

stating: 

The work was altered a little, I believe, before 
the final impression; but I never read it 

134 This seems a rather odd objection against burlesque 
verses, but Hogg is not notable for consistency or logic. 

135 Shelley in fact told Graham (perhaps with tongue in 
cheek) that the more salacious passages of the "Epithalamium" 
would "make [the book] sell like wildfire" (1:23). 

136 The gentleman is protesting too much . Given his 
propensity to hide his early radicalism, he is probably 
pretending not to know the identity of Charlotte corday, who 
succeeded in her attempt to assassinate Marat (not 
Robespierre), and was for that reason a heroic figure from the 
revolutionary standpoint. 
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afterwards, for when an author once sees his book 
in print, his task is ended, and he may fairly 
leave the perusal of it to posterity. (161, italics 
mine) 

Both the (imaginary) alterations and the neglect of the 

printed book provide a further shield against charges of 

inaccuracy or falsification137 in his description of the 

contents of what he now presents, without justification even 

in his own narrative, as his book (161). 

The little volume, continues Hogg, sold rapidly at Oxford 

despite its "aristocratical price of half a crown." No one 

could or did suspect the author's identi ty: 138 "the thing 

passed off as the genuine production of the would-be 

regicide." Rather oddly, given this supposed authorship, it 

was read with "a grave and sage delight" by Oxford "gownsmen" 

who considered such reading "a mark of nice discernment and . 

. fastidious taste in poetry,,139 -- a sad reflection, if 

137 As MacCarthy says, Hogg' s remark that the book was 
"altered a little, I believe, before the final impression" is 
a "saving clause" in the event that a copy might be found 
which would belie his description (35). 

138 Hogg' s use of the singular "author" here is at odds 
with his remark in the preceding paragraph, "What a strange 
delusion to admire our stuff" (162). Probably "author" refers 
to Shelley, or so most readers would assume, but the 
identification is not clearly established by the context and 
the ambiguity may be deliberate. 

139 Presumably, despite the "freshness" of the story in 
the mind of "everyone" (160), the reading public somehow 
forgot that Margaret Nicholson was in Bedlam and accepted the 
fiction of her death as well as that of her authorship. 
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true, on the state of learning at the ancient university 

(162) • 

certain similarities between this story and the tale of 

the boy and the donkey are immediately evident, including the 

now familiar role of Hogg as Shelley's mentor: the future 

poet, depicted as childishly dependent, and hopelessly inept, 

accepts the superior poetic judgment of his more sophisticated 

and better-educated friend, who not only improves the book 

through suggested revisions but becomes the co-author, if not 

the primary author. But in this instance we can go beyond 

analysis of inconsistencies, inaccuracies, and improbabilities 

(some of which I have already pointed out) to the presentation 

of evidence which contradicts and in some cases disproves the 

assertions Hogg makes in this account. 

Hogg's claim that the poems were originally serious but 

were altered to burlesque at his suggestion (and partly by his 

hand) has been challenged by almost every subsequent 

biographer. MacCarthy, who had read the original edition, 

states unequivocally that the verses 

in no single respect . • . bear out the description 
of Mr. Hogg. There is no intentional burlesque 
traceable in them. There is no example of this 
process of cutting lines in two and then joining 
them, so as to agree in construction but to differ 
in sense. (34) 

MacCarthy, to be sure, routinely attacks Hogg's testimony, but 

in this instance, his view is shared by most other 
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biographers, including not only Cameron (Young Shelley 319), 

who (like MacCarthy) sees the Oxford chapters as fundamentally 

flawed, but Dowden (1:92), Jones (1:22 n.1), Blunden,14o and 

White, all of whom regard Hoggls Oxford account as essentially 

accurate. 141 White comments: 

It seems very doubtful that the poems were 
deliberately burlesqued in the manner described by 
Hogg. They read no more like burlesque than 
Shelley's previous poetry. (WL 1:193) 

The text itself supports this view. Neither the minor lyrics 

nor the longer political poems are essentially comic, though 

portions of the "Epithalamium" contain elements of burlesque. 

The two longest poems are genuine attacks on monarchy, 

despotism, and war. The first of these, the anti-war poem 

140 Blunden disputes the claim that the book was a 
deliberate burlesque of which Hogg was co-author but makes 
matters worse by finding these claims incompatible with Hoggls 
characterizations of himself and Shelley(!) It was, he says, 
"the air-beating romantic [Shelley], not the jester [Hogg], 
[who] wrote these efforts in sentiment and sublimity" (52). In 
other words, Blunden refutes Hoggls fictionalized claim using 
Hogg I s fictionalized characterizations as evidence against 
Hogg's veracity in this instance. Logic could hardly be more 
mangled even by Hogg himself. 

141 Holmes I s position is less clear than those of the 
older biographers. His account of Margaret Nicholson is so 
curtailed that it is impossible to determine his position on 
any of the controversies concerning the work. His general 
tendency, however, is to accept Hogg I s Oxford account as 
essentially true Hogg even though Hogg "chose to ignore" his 
own central role in introducing Shelley to radical doctrines 
(43). Holmes does not state his evidence for this assumption 
and says almost nothing about possible distortions in the 
narrative portions of the Life (including the Oxford 
chapters) . 
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ascribed by Hogg to "some rhymester of the day," links "blood" 

with "kings, ,,142 a motif which continued to appear in 

Shelley's poetry until his death: 

Oppressors of mankind to you we owe 
The baleful streams from whence these miseries flow; 
For you how many a mother weeps her son, 
Snatch'd from life's course ere half his race was 
run! 
For you how many a widow drops a tear, 
In silent anguish, on her husband's bier! (148) 

A few lines later, the blame for this carnage is specifically 

placed on the "Monarchs of Earth" whose "cold ambition" leads 

them to disregard the deaths of their subjects on the bloody 

fields (149). This obviously serious poem, which resembles 

poems on the same theme in the Esdaile Notebook and 

foreshadows the still gloomier scenes in Laon and Cythna, is, 

as Cameron says, the "key poem in the volume" (Young Shelley 

319 n. 75) .143 Despite Hogg's statement that it was "confided 

to Shelley by some rhymester of the day" (HL 161), this poem 

is undoubtedly Shelley's, as indicated by the meter and the 

142 Interestingly, this poem contains no attacks on 
priests, perhaps an indication that Shelley had not yet felt 
the constraints of conventional morality as derived from or 
enforced by institutionalized religion. 

143 As Cameron points out, following MacCarthy, this poem 
is the only one mentioned by Shelley in his "Advertisement" to 
the Margaret Nicholson volume, which describes it as being 
"intimately connected with the dearest interests of universal 
happiness" (Young Shelley 319). 
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imagery as well as the subject matter. 1M The attribution to 

an imaginary "rhymester" is probably, as White conjectures, a 

"safety device" to conceal Shelley's political radicalism145 

(1:92), but it protects Hogg at least as much as his dead 

friend. It also provides an escape clause in the event that a 

copy of the poems should be discovered and the burlesque story 

revealed as inapplicable in at least this one case. 

Hogg to the contrary, the "Fragment Supposed to be an 

Epithalamium of Francis Ravaillac and Charlotte Corde 

[sic] ,,146 also begins as a serious poem, a lament for the woes 

of mankind which is transformed in the fifth stanza into a 

1M This point had been made earlier by MacCarthy, who 
noted an unfortunate consequence: William Michael Rossetti 
omitted the anti-war poem from his edition of Margaret 
Nicholson 

on the mere statement of Mr. Hogg that "the MS. had been 
confided to Shelley by some rhymester of the day." It is 
the only poem Shelley refers to in his "advertisement" to 
the volume, and its omission renders that "advertisement" 
unintelligible. (34 n.) 

MacCarthy also informed his readers (among them Dowden) that 
a copy of the original edition (complete with the anti-war 
poem) was available in the British Museum (34). 

145 Later in the chapter Hogg confesses that "in itself 
['The Necessity of Atheism'] was more harmless than [The 
Posthumous Fragments]" (HL 163). Though intended as a defense 
of the pamphlet, this remark also indicates that Hogg knew the 
political implications of the Nicholson poems. 

146 The name is so spelled in the Avon reprint of the 
British Museum copy and in Dowden's account of the poem. 
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dream vision of the Queen Mab variety. 147 But as the speaker 

changes at the beginning of the eighth stanza from Francis to 

Charlotte, the burlesque (or self-parody) 148 appears, and what 

has seemed to be a serious, and in places almost beautiful, 

poem (despite the shifting meter and insubstantial content) is 

now revealed to be either a literary joke or radical 

propaganda in the guise of Gothic gore and sentimental 

erotica. Charlotte, the "kindred soul" from whom the 

apparently dreamy and romantic Francis is separated by "the 

tide of time," now appears as a spirit or vision praising him 

for tearing "a despot's haughty soul" from its "base shrine" 

(153) .149 Francis is then urged (presumably by attendant 

147 Like most of Shelley's early poems, the "Epithalamium" 
uses end-stopped lines and its otherwise monotonous rhythm is 
disrupted by the frequent sUbstitution of anapests for iambs, 
but the variation in its stanza forms shows that the young 
poet was already experimenting with rhyme schemes and meters. 
In contrast to the first poem on war, which is written in 
heroic couplets, the "Epithalamium" ranges from rhymed 
tetrameter couplets and variations on the ballad stanza to an 
elaborate iambic stanza rhymed ababcdcdd -- a cross, so far as 
I can determine, between ottava rima and a Shakespearean 
sonnet. The frequent slant rhymes may also reflect 
experimentation rather than inexperience. 

148 The facetious letter in which the seventeen-year-old 
Shelley instructs his friend Graham to "stalk along the road 
towards [a post chaise]" ignoring "the Death-demons & 
skeletons" which he may encounter along the way (Letters 1: 10) 
shows that the supposedly humorless Shelley was quite capable 
of parodying the style of his own Gothic novels for sheer 
enjoyment. 

149 The poem here reveals itself as a "fragment," the 
"missing" lines and stanzas represented by asterisks. 
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spirits) to hasten to his rose-strewn "nuptial bed" (154). 

After a "chorus" by these spirits, the "verses . . • with a 

good deal about sucking in them" noted by Hogg (HL 161) 

appear. Francis addresses Charlotte: 

Soft, my dearest angel[,] stay, 
Oh! you suck my soul away; 
Suck on, suck on, I glow! I glOW!150 
Tides and maddening passion roll 
And streams of rapture drown my soul, 
Now give me one more billing kiss, 
Let your lips now repeat the bliss, 
Endless kisses steal my breath, 
No life can equal such a death. (155-156) 

Bad (and funny) as this stanza is, its imagery resembles that 

which Shelley used with greater skill in his mature love 

poetry, notably the highly erotic love song of the (female) 

Moon to the (male or androgynous) Earth in the last act of 

Prometheus Unbound. 151 Charlotte responds in a verse which, of 

its kind, is rather good, though the charm is somewhat marred 

150 The "mate" to this line is missing in the original. 

151 Despite the very different meter, the verse also bears 
a curious resemblance to Faustus' "invitation" to the shadow 
or specter of Helen of Troy in the last act of Christopher 
Marlowe's Dr. Faustus: 

Sweet Helen, make me immortal with a kiss. 
Her lips suck forth my soul. See where it flies! 
Come[,] Helen, corne, give me my soul again. 

(V.i:100-102) 
Shelley's interest in metaphysics and the supernatural may 
have drawn him to the Faust legend long before he read and 
partially translated Goethe's Faust in Italy. If so, it seems 
probable that he read Marlowe's tragedy at Eton or Oxford and 
in so doing encountered these lines, which would seem to the 
adolescent author of two Gothic novels almost to invite a 
parody with their reference to "suck[ing] forth [a] soul." 
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by the wretched third line (and overshadowed by the sucking 

imagery of the preceding stanza). 

Oh! yes I will kiss thine eyes so fair 
And I will clasp thy form; 
Serene is the breath of the balmly [sic] air, 
But I think, love, thou feelest me warm. 
And I will recline on thy marble neck 
Till I mingle into thee. 
And I will kiss the rose on thy cheek, 
And thou shalt give kisses to me. • • . (156) 

This verse, written in a lively ballad stanza, is erotic but 

hardly pornographic. The equality of the lovers is striking in 

so early a poem, showing that Shelley's feminism was already 

burgeoning along with his free love doctrines. The mingling (a 

desire for oneness of body and soul as in Shelley's later 

poetry) and the idea of love as "ecstacy" (a going out of 

oneself as in Donne), both of which reappear not only in Laon 

and Cythna but in the much later Epipsychidion, are also 

surprising features in a poem of this period. 

Though the imagery and sentiments indicate that these 

rather salacious lines are indeed Shelley's, biographers 

unwilling to credit them to the "innocent" young poet have 

suggested that they constitute Hogg' s share of the poem. 

Pointing out the letter to Edward Fergus Graham in which 

Shelley attributes this part of the "Epithalamium" to "a 

friend's mistress" (Letters 1: 23), White suggests that the 

(undoubtedly imaginary) mistress may be "a cloak for Hogg" 
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(1:93).152 Since Hogg has testified in the Oxford chapters 

that Shelley was "of a grave disposition" (HL 159) and very 

much "ashamed that his soul was in [a] body" (HL 87) and White 

accepts Hogg's word without question on most matters, White 

probably considers the young Hogg more likely than the young 

Shelley to have written these comic/erotic verses. But since 

Shelley had previously informed Graham that these same lines 

were "composed in compliance with the desires of a poetical 

friend" (Letters 1:22), he probably composed them himself at 

Hogg , s ( or some other fr iend ' s) suggestion. 153 In any case, 

1~ The mistress herself can be dismissed, in Cameron's 
phrase, as "schoolboy horror-mongering": "We know . . 
nothing of [any such] mistress, or any friend of Shelley's who 
would be likely to possess a mistress" (Young Shelley 310). 

153 Shelley did have other friends at Oxford, among them 
a James Roe whom he invited to his rooms for "wine & Poetry" 
and with whom he left a "poetical scrap" which he later wished 
to retrieve (Letters 1:19), but Hogg's desire to identify 
himself as co-author of the supposed burlesque and his 
specific references to the sucking motif and to "one Charlotte 
Somebody, who attempted to assassinate Robespierre" (HL 161) 
make it likely that he, rather than Roe, was the friend in 
question. But given the (relative) metrical sophistication of 
the entire poem in contrast with the imitativeness of the 
poetry Hogg was beginning to compose at this time, he probably 
did not actually write the verses. Instead he not only became 
"co-author" of the Fragments merely by suggesting these 
twenty-one lines, but the entire volume became a "burlesque" 
through the presence of these lines in one of the poems. 

This delusion can be traced to an earlier date than 1833. 
In a letter Sept. 26, 1824, Hogg tried out his story on his 
"fiancee," Jane Williams: 

I found the other day two works of our Shelley, wh I am 
sure you never saw, & wh I will lend you, when I return, 
if you won't call me "unmanly" [Hogg's italics]: the one 
is a review of a certain absurd Novel [his own Alexy 



408 

the two stanzas of "love dialogue" (to use whitels term, 

1:93), can be removed from the poem without damage; Shelley 

claimed that the copy sent to his mother did not contain them 

(Letters 1:27) .154 

The final stanzas, though included among those attributed 

to the imaginary mistress ("from satan I s fall until the end of 

the poem," Letters 1: 2 7) are unquestionably Shelley IS, as 

indicated by the return to revolutionary themes and Gothic 

imagery. The poem ends with Charlotte (or her image) fading 

away as Francis wakes, and with Francis, true revolutionary 

that he is, rejecting lovels sweet bliss for the still sweeter 

"yell" of a dying tyrant (Fragments 156) .155 Even if the 

Haimatoff], web he wrote for a magazine; the other we 
composed & printed, when at Oxford, by way of a joke 
[italics mine], & called it "Posthumous Fragments of 
Margaret Nicholson; being Poems found amongst the papers 
of that noted female, who attempted the life of the King 
in 1786, edited by John Fitzvictor." Do not say any thing 
to Mary about them because she will tease my life out to 
see them; I am not sure that I shall shew them to her 
[italics mine]. (AS 30-31) 

Whether the copy lent to Jane is the one which was "not at 
hand" when he wrote the 1833 expulsion article is not clear, 
but his intention to conceal from Mary both his knowledge of 
the Oxford days and his distortions of the truth are already 
apparent just two years after Shelley' s death. Cf. his 
refusal, cited earlier, to lend her the early letters. 

154 None of the four copies known to the Shelley Society 
in 1886 omitted these lines (Letters 1:23). 

ISS The fact that this stanza is addressed to the Spirits 
whose song preceded the speeches by Francis and Charlotte 
increases the probability that the two stanzas quoted earlier 
were not part of the original poem but were inserted at Hoggls 
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two stanzas of the "love dialogue" are considered as 

deliberate burlesque, the "Epithalamium" as a whole is, like 

the anti-war poem which precedes it -- and, for that matter, 

the Gothic novels Zastrozzi and st. Iryyne, which also combine 

self-parody and radical sentiments "lith lust and gore --

essentially serious. 

So, too, are the minor lyrics included in the Nicholson 

volume, which Hogg also misdescribes. They are not "sundry 

odes and other pieces. . professing to stab all who were 

less enthusiastic [in their 'attachment to freedom'] than the 

supposed authoress" (161). The minor poems have no connection 

with freedom or stabbing (the dagger, or rather the "dear 

knife," belongs solely to the "Epithalamium"). Instead they 

are more or less serious attempts at lyric poetry and/or 

Gothic "terror." White's description is reasonably accurate: 

One [of the minor poems] expressed Shelley's keen 
despair at feeling that his love for Harriet Grove 
had become almost hopeless. 156 Two. . . are lyrics 
of vague and generalized despair, [and] one is 
Gothic horror. (WL 1:93) 

Unlike the longer poems already discussed, none of these can 

be classed as "revolutionary attacks upon despotism" (White's 

phrase, 1:93), much less as "a burlesque upon the prevailing 

request. See note 153. 

156 Probably Shelley was exaggerating this despair, in 
part for Hogg's benefit, a matter which will be dealt with in 
relation to the altered letters. 
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notion. . that revolutionary ruffians were the most fit 

recipients of the gentlest passions," as Hogg claims, 

referring to the volume as a whole (HL 162) .157 But the 

presence among the "fragments" of miscellaneous juvenilia 

slipped in to supply more copy for the printer does not alter 

Shelley's primary intention in publishing the volume, the 

serious expression of radical political views. 

Already, then, we can dismiss a number of Hogg's claims 

simply by examining the text. Nothing, not even the title of 

the volume, is as he describes it. The book is not a 

"burlesque"; consequently the poems which comprise it were not 

"burlesqued" in the manner he describes or with the intention 

he attributes to the "authors." Nor was the manuscript of the 

first poem, the most important in the volume, "confided to 

Shelley by some rhymester." This being so, all of the action 

and dialogue which supports the "burlesque" story must be pure 

157 Three short poems (Fragments 159-160, 161-162, and 
167-169) use Gothic imagery (fiends, tempests, hell, dirges, 
meteors, etc.) to express despair over lost love. They relate, 
no doubt, to Shelley's pain over the loss of Harriet Grove 
(which he exaggerated for Hogg's benefit). The second is 
notable for the speaker's comparison of himself to a "maniac" 
(162), a foreshadowing of Julian and Maddalo. The third is 
more personal and restrained and can be taken as a slightly 
exaggerated statement of the young poet's real feelings in his 
own voice. The "Gothic horror" poem, as white calls it (1:93), 
is remarkable chiefly as an early attempt at unrhymed verse 
narrative (in which, alas, nothing happens). MacCarthy notes 
Shelley's use here of Irish motifs, including "Benshies" 
(Shelley's spelling, Fragments 163) as indicative of a 
developing interest in Ireland (MacCarthy 40). None of these 
poems, it is safe to say, has been in any way "burlesqued." 



411 

fiction, and strong doubt must be cast on Hogg' s other 

assertions in the Nicholson narrative, notably his claim to 

co-authorship, which rests on the disproven claim that the 

poems were "burlesqued" at his suggestion and partly by his 

hand. 

It is generally assumed that the entire volume (with the 

possible exceptions of the "love dialogue" and the title) is 

Shelley's, but this assumption is based on a false idea of the 

young Hogg as a calm and practical conservative who would not 

have taken such a project seriously. Since this Hogg is an 

invention and the real Hogg shared at least some of Shelley's 

radical sentiments, it is important to produce further 

evidence before entirely dismissing Hogg's claim to co-

authorship. Fortunately, such evidence is readily available. 

First, as Cameron points out, contemporary accounts of the 

production make no mention of Hogg (YS 319, n. 75). Shelley, 

who freely acknowledged Hogg' s co-authorship of the "Necessity 

of Atheism" (Letters 1: 55-56), makes only the one teasing 

reference to "a friend's mistress"; otherwise he treats the 

production as his own. Nor does the publisher, Henry Slatter, 

credit Hogg with co-authorship.158 Yet another source, a witty 

letter by Shelley's older contemporary, Charles Kirkpatrick 

158 Slatter's account, first published in a note to the 
third edition of Robert Montgomery's Oxford, mentions Hogg as 
a friend of Shelley's but does not connect him with the 
Posthumous Poems. 
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Sharpe, shows that both Shelley's authorship and the 

"treasonous" content of his poems were recognized at the time 

of pUblication by at least one Oxford "gownsman." Sharpe, "a 

brilliant young Tory" who later became a writer for the 

Quarterly Review (White 1:92, Young Shelley 21), is clearly 

aware that the book, despite a "style . . . much like that of 

[Thomas] Moore burlesqued" (my italics), is wholly serious in 

its anti-war and anti-monarchical sentiments. From Sharpe's 

point of view it is "stuffed full of treason" but, he laments, 

"extremely dull. ,,159 He refers to Shelley, not altogether 

facetiously, as a "great genius" but makes no mention of Hogg 

(21). That Sharpe, an M.A. from a different college, had 

actually read the Posthumous Poems, knowing not only Shelley's 

159 Sharpe is equally aware of Shelley's other literary 
efforts; he has read st. Iryyne and knows about, but has not 
yet seen, "a prose pamphlet in praise of atheism" (qtd. Young 
Shelley 21). As Cameron points out, Sharpe is not sure whether 
the young genius is destined for fame or infamy. Beneath his 
"air of amused condescension," Sharpe 

is clearly a little startled by the phenomenon of a 
freshman producing, wi thin his first few months, two 
books of poems, a novel, and a pamphlet, and engaging in 
a "free speech" campaign. (21) 

Sharpe's awareness of Shelley's literary and political 
activities at Oxford was first noted by Dowden in an 
inconspicuous footnote. He mentions "a letter printed in the 
'Diary Illustrative of the Times of George the Fourth'" which 
treats Shelley as the author of the Fragments (1:92 n.), but 
he does not mention Sharpe by name or follow up this lead. 
Though Dowden facetiously labels the eighteen-year-old Hogg a 
"sagacious critic," an indication that his faith in the young 
man's literary judgment is somewhat lacking, he does not 
indicate any disbelief in the basic outline of the story 
(1:90). 



413 

identity but his literary history and political sentiments, 

does not in itself disprove Hogg's co-authorship, but it does 

belie at least three of Hogg's related statements. It confirms 

that the book was not a crude but serious work converted to 

burlesque but a serious political statement whose burlesque 

elements did not conceal its true nature from Sharpe (or, 

presumably, from other "gownsmen") ;160 it shows that the book 

was not taken to be "the genuine production of the would-be 

regicide"; and it proves that the authorship was neither 

undetected nor undetectable161 -- unless Hogg means his own 

"authorship," which must have been minuscule indeed to be 

overlooked by the aptly named Sharpe. 

The date of pUblication provides still stronger evidence 

that Hogg's contribution, if any, to the Posthumous Fragments 

must have been very small, consisting at most of the racier 

parts of the "Epithalamium," the title of the volume, and 

perhaps, as the editor of the Avon reprint suggests, "minor 

160 White quotes a letter to the editor of the Anti; acobin 
Review by "An Oxford Collegian" which shows some knowledge of 
Shelley's works and activities but appears to be based more on 
rumor than on fact. The style is sufficiently different from 
Sharpe's to "suggest another author" (WL 1:590 n. 47), and 
much of the information appears to be based on (and distorted 
by) hearsay, an indication that Shelley, far from being an 
unknown freshman whose authorship of controversial works could 
not be suspected, was a popular topic of gossip among the 
scandalized collegians before and after his expulsion. 

161 Hogg' s actual wording, "Nobody suspected, or could 
suspect, who was the author" (HL 162), implies one author 
(presumably Shelley) rather than two. 
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corrections in the proofs" (Fragments n.p.). In a cogent but 

seldom quoted argument against Hogg' s co-authorship, MacCarthy 

points out that if Hogg met Shelley at the end of October 

1810, as he states in Chapter III (HL 44), he had known 

Shelley no more than three weeks when the book appeared in 

print on November 17, 1810 (Early Life 39) .162 As MacCarthy 

indicates, the laborious process of setting the book in type 

probably took three weeks in itself (38), especially given the 

additions to the proofs mentioned by the publisher Slatter, 

who informs us that "the [printer's] men" repeatedly came to 

Shelley's rooms, proofs in hand, to request additional 

material, presumably because the manuscript was so short 

(Young Shelley 318 n. 75). Whether Hogg saw the proofs on his 

first visit to Shelley's rooms, as MacCarthy assumes (38), or 

at a slightly later date, he was too new an acquaintance to 

become both critic and co-author of a book expressing 

Shelley's most cherished views and devoted to the sacred cause 

of liberty, nor was enough time available for significant 

revisions of any sort. 163 

162 The book was advertised as "just published" in the 
Oxford University and city Herald for that date (MacCarthy 
39), and Shelley mailed a copy to Graham on November 21 
(Letters 1:21). 

163 MacCarthy accuses Hogg of implying that the poems were 
shown to him "after his intimacy with Shelley had been 
matured, and as a natural result of their long acquaintance" 
(38). "It is quite evident," he says earlier, "that Mr. Hogg 
wished it to be understood that the events and conversations 



415 

It is conceivable, however, that Hogg's necessarily 

meager contribution included the ingenious idea of attributing 

the poems to the would-be assassin of George III. Rather than 

"giving an object and purpose to our burlesque," as Hogg would 

have it (HL 160), this supposed authorship really provided, in 

Cameron's words, "an amusing but wisely precautionary 

subterfuge" (YS 54), a means of protecting both author and 

printer from charges of sedition. As White puts it: 

Such sentiments as. "Yes, Francis! thine was 
the dear knife that tore\ a tyrant's heartstrings 
from his guilty breast" could come with a secure 
grace only from such characters as • . . Charlotte 
Corday as imagined by a mad washerwoman (1:94) --
164 

recorded in [the previous] 210 pages" of Hogg's Oxford account 
(30-31) preceded the "alteration" and pUblication of Margaret 
Nicholson. It appears, however, that Hogg originally intended 
to say nothing of Shelley's literary efforts at Oxford; the 
1832 articles contain no reference whatever to Shelley I s 
juvenile works. Only in the 1833 expulsion article (an 
afterthought, as I have shown) does Hogg at last refer to 
Shelley I s writings. Since he cannot avoid mentioning "The 
Necessity of Atheism" in this article/chapter, he apparently 
feels that the time is ripe to mention the Nicholson volume as 
well. The impression that the book was published near the end 
of their joint residence at Oxford, created by the 210 pages 
of Oxford narrative which precede this story, is therefore 
partly coincidental. But the opening pages of the expulsion 
chapter (over three pages in the original article) also create 
the illusion that the encapsulated events depicted therein 
took place before Margaret Nicholson was written, and the 
opening of the story ("When I called one morning. . . , NMM 
38:20, italics mine) does imply a longer acquaintance than is 
possible under the time frame of the real events. 

164 The quoted stanza is not among those which White 
conjecturally attributes to Hogg, but the remark is applicable 
in any case. Hogg's contributions as well as Shelley's would 
have been disguised by the subterfuge. 
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in particular a "mad washerwoman" who had attempted to 

assassinate King George III. Hogg's claim to have originated 

this clever ruse is accepted, strangely enough, by authorities 

normally critical of his account, including Jones (Letters 

1: 22 n. 1) 165 and Cameron, who assumes that because Hogg, like 

"Peg" Nicholson, came from the North of England, he was more 

likely than Shelley to be familiar with her story (SC 

2: 36) .166 Even MacCarthy, who disputes most of Hogg' s other 

claims in the Nicholson account, is willing to concede this 

165 The claim is implicitly denied by Blunden, who asks 
rhetorically, "Who else [but Shelley] would have thought of 
this ridiculous imposture, or troubled to work it out?" 
(Shelley 52). However, the "imposture" appears "ridiculous" 
only when we forget the heavy penalties imposed on the authors 
and publishers of "blasphemous" or "seditious" works during 
Shelley's adolescence and young manhood. The anti-war poem in 
particular would have been considered treasonous during the 
Napoleonic Wars, as Cameron points out (YS 54). 

166 We may note, however, Hogg' s declaration that the 
story "was then fresh in the recollection of everyone" (HL 
163); even Sharpe, a Tory contributor to the Anti-Jacobin 
Revie~ (WL 1:590) with no Northern connections, recognized 
Margaret Nicholson's name and expected his correspondent to be 
equally familiar with it, though he was apparently unaware 
that the poor madwoman was still alive. This treatment of the 
name as a matter of common knowledge argues against Cameron's 
view that Hogg acquainted Shelley with the Nicholson story. No 
doubt Shelley, like Sharpe, was familiar with it already. 
Perhaps Hogg informed him that she was still alive, a fact 
which would merely increase the beauty of the joke from 
Shelley's perspective. But even if Hogg did introduce Shelley 
to the story of Margaret Nicholson (which Cameron presents in 
some detail in SC 2:34-38), it may well have been Shelley who 
saw that her "authorship" of the "fragments" would be a near
perfect cover for the dangerous sentiments presented in the 
poetry. 
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particular point (39) .167 But since Hogg' s claim that the new 

title provided an "object and purpose" for the "burlesque" is 

false -- Shelley was not ridiculing "the strange mixture of 

sentimentali ty with • . murderous fury" to be found in 

contemporary radical literature (HL 160) but exploiting just 

these elements in the hope of indoctrinating the reader 

through the seemingly apolitical medium of poetry --, the 

companion claim that Hogg "hit upon" this clever title (160) 

should be equally suspect. Since most scholars have denied not 

only Hogg's contributions as critic and co-author but the 

supposed "burlesque" and the motive behind it, their 

acceptance of Hogg's claim that he originated the Nicholson 

ruse, based solely on his own untrustworthy word, is illogical 

at best. Given the unreliability of the whole account, we may 

rest assured that this particular claim is just another 

167 Why MacCarthy thinks that "we may, without much injury 
to Shelley, give Mr. Hogg the whole credit of assigning [the 
verses] to Margaret Nicholson" (39) he does not say. He 
appears to consider this ruse a mere "stroke of humor" 
resulting in such amusing incongruities as Mrs. Nicholson's 
speaking of herself in the first poem as "a man and a father" 
(40). (In fact the speaker, who is not the narrator, is 
identified as a dying soldier, as MacCarthy would have 
discovered on a closer reading.) The danger of publishing the 
poems in Shelley's own name "as serious compositions" (40) 
does not seem to have occurred to him. 
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fictitious illustration of "poor Shelley's" dependence on the 

intellectually superior Hogg .168 

other false assertions in Hogg' s Margaret Nicholson 

account can easily be detected, though they have for the most 

part been ignored by subsequent biographers. Hogg's statement 

that the bookseller was so pleased with the "whimsical 

conceit" (as manifested by the altered proofs) that he offered 

to publish the book "on his own account" (160) is obviously 

false. Anyone familiar with Shelley biography knows that 

Timothy Shelley had requested the firm of Slatter and Munday 

to "indulge [Bysshe] in his printing freaks," not at their own 

expense but on Timothy's credit (qtd. Young Shelley 2). As for 

Hogg's assertion that the printed book was ready in "a few 

hours" after Slatter received the proofs (HL 160) -- a miracle 

of nineteenth-century technology if the proofs were as heavily 

altered as Hogg's story would necessitate we have 

Slatter's own word that the proofs were returned to Shelley 

168 Other evidence shows that the "innocent and 
imaginative" Shelley was fully capable of creating this clever 
ruse without Hogg's help. Besides the delight in literary 
hoaxes which he had manifested before meeting Hogg (e.g. the 
plagiarized poems he presented as "original poetry"), Shelley 
at 18 was already in the habit of using pseudonyms as a shield 
against censorship. 

We can be sure, in any case, that Mrs. Nicholson's 
"nephew" and "editor" John Fitz-Victor, whose relationship to 
the "victor" of original Poetry MacCarthy was the first to 
recognize (17), is Shelley's own invention. Hogg probably knew 
nothing of Fitz-victor's literary "father"; the Life contains 
no reference to original Poetry in the Oxford chapters or 
elsewhere. 
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repeatedly, not to be altered at his leisure but to be 

augmented on the spot. More than once Slatter himself 

witnessed Shelley, "surprised with a proof from the printers," 

hastily composing (or more likely transcribing from memory) a 

few stanzas or poems for the waiting printer "without even 

revising or reading them" (qtd. YS 318 n. 75) .169 This action 

may account for Hogg's delusion that Shelley's writings were 

"uniformly .•. inspired" (HL 463) and that he seldom revised 

(134), but, more important for the present purpose, it refutes 

his story that the Nicholson proofs were retained for several 

days (Hogg having convinced Shelley that they were 

unpublishable) and then heavily revised by Shelley and Hogg 

together to convert them to burlesque. 

Hogg's claim that the book sold well, at least at Oxford 

(HL 162), is also subject to doubt. Though in this instance 

Hogg's assertion is supported by Shelley in his letters to 

Graham (Letters 1: 22, 23),170 the "innocent" young poet was 

169 Despite Slatter's impression to the contrary, these 
lyrics were probably earlier poems which Shelley jotted down 
from memory rather than composing them on the spot as Slatter 
assumed. As Cameron points out, Shelley impishly draws 
attention in his "Advertisement" to "other papers in [his] 
possession" which he will gladly present to the public should 
their interest be aroused by the Fragments (Young Shelley 54) . 
Even as an adult, Shelley frequently included selected lyrics 
along with his longer poems as the one sure means of their 
publication. 

170 In the second of these letters to Graham, dated 
November 30, 1810, Shelley says, "[The book] sells wonderfully 
here, and is become the subject of fashionable discussion" 
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quite capable of falsehood not only for self-protection but 

for amusement (the latter motive being applicable in this 

case).m But as Cameron points out, the bookseller Slatter is 

a more reliable witness with regard to the sale of the book 

than either Hogg or Shelley (Young Shelley 318 n. 75). 

According to Slatter, the book, far from being popular among 

the residents of Oxford, was "almost stillborn" (qtd. Young 

Shelley 318).172 It was not, however, an unknown quantity, 

since Sharpe, at least, had read it. Probably the book, like 

its author, was a matter for gossip throughout Oxford, 173 

notorious but largely unread. 

The Nicholson account is misleading in other, less 

tangible, respects. As MacCarthy points out, Hogg creates the 

(Letters 1:23). However, Shelley's credibility in this 
instance is marred by the dubious assertion in the same letter 
that a portion of the poem is "the production of a friend's 
mistress" (Shelley's italics, 1:23). 

171 "There is now need for all my art," he tells Hogg in 
a letter written during the winter vacation of 1810; "I must 
resort to deception" (Letters 1:26). The "deception" in this 
instance is the pretense to his family that he has abandoned 
his atheistical principles. The (unaltered) letters also 
illustrate his mischievous love of hoaxes and practical jokes, 
some of which were played on Hogg himself, as I will show in 
the next chapter. 

172 This statement does not preclude the possibility that 
one or two copies circulated around the campus for the 
amusement of Sharpe and his associates or the general 
recognition of Shelley as the author of the work. 

ru See Young Shelley 22-23 for an account of Shelley's 
notoriety at Oxford before his expulsion. 
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impression that the poems were written (or rather rewritten at 

his suggestion and with his help) well into Shelley's 

residency at Oxford and immediately before the composition of 

"The Necessity of Atheism" (MacCarthy 30-31, HL 163) .174 After 

a long discussion on the deficiencies of Oxford at this 

period, Hogg intimates that Shelley reacted against the 

university's neglect of his education by embarking on his own 

(not necessarily jUdicious) course of self-education: 

since those persons. • hired. by his own 
family and by the state to [educate Shelley] 
thought fit to neglect ... their sacred duty, he 
began forthwith to set himself to work. He read 
diligently. • the authors that roused his 
curiosity;175 he wrote; he began to print -- and he 
designed soon to publish various works. (HL 157, 
italics mine) 

This paragraph implies that Shelley's attempts at writing not 

only followed but resulted from Oxford's neglect of his 

intellectual needs and that he neither printed nor published 

before coming to the university. This erroneous impression is 

reinforced by the condescending remark, "He begins betimes who 

174 See note 163. 

175 Oxford is also responsible, we are to gather, for 
Shelley's unsystematic and unguided course of reading. Had his 
master and tutor fulfilled their educational obligations by 
exposing him to more worthy authors and ideas, the "docile," 
"pliant," "tractable" Shelley (HL 88) might never have become 
a lost sheep. This ostensible need for guidance by Hogg or 
some older mentor is an important motif in both the 1832-1833 
and 1858 portions of the Life. 
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begins to instruct mankind at eighteen" (157) ,176 which 

implies that Margaret Nicholson is Shelley's first attempt to 

"instruct mankind" as well as his first publication. 177 But as 

Stephen G. Behrendt astutely remarks in the introduction to 

his combined edition of Zastrozzi and st. Irvyne, Shelley was 

already combining liberal propaganda with what today would be 

called "pop literature" while he was still at Eton. The two 

novels are, in Behrendt's words, 

176 Now forty, Hogg could complacently add, ".. in 
eighteen years man can scarcely learn how to learn; and . 
for eighteen more years [man] ought to be content to learn; 
and if at the end of the second period he still thinks that he 
can impart anything worthy of attention, it is at least early 
enough to begin to teach" (158, italics mine). since Shelley 
never reached the age of 36 (twice eighteen) or even thirty, 
this sweeping assertion dismisses not only his (and Hogg's) 
early works but everything Shelley ever wrote with anything 
like a didactic or moral purpose. 

In Zastrozzi was published in March 1810, when Shelley 
was seventeen; Original Poetry by victor and cazire (written 
with his sister Elizabeth), was published and withdrawn in 
September of the same year, after Shelley's eighteenth 
birthday but while he was still at Eton. He was also 
attempting at that time to publish The Wandering Jew (of which 
Medwin may have been the co-author). st. Irvyne, written at 
Eton, was submitted for pUblication some time before November 
14, 1810, almost the same time that the Nicholson poems 
appeared, and was published in December, so that Hogg is 
technically correct in viewing it as a later work than the 
Fragments. (He received a copy of st. Irvyne, or at any rate 
one was sent to him in care of the Rev. John Dayrells, Letters 
1:24.) 

None of these earlier works is mentioned in the Oxford 
articles (including the expulsion account) . Nor do they appear 
in their proper context, the Eton chapter of the 1858 Life, 
discussed earlier. Hogg cannot avoid some reference to these 
works in relation to the letters which he belatedly and 
inaccurately prints in the 1858 Life, but his few remarks are 
untrustworthy, as will be seen. 
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calculated attempts to capitalize on the 
[popularity] of Gothic fiction •.. [in order] to 
gain not only the immediate gratification of quick 
fame but also, more importantly, access to an 
audience for the purpose of delivering the liberal 
political, social, moral, and intellectual views 

which Shelley was already beginning to develop and 

"purposefully embedding in his Gothic tales" (viii-ix) .178 

Hogg's intention in presenting Posthumous Fragments as 

Shelley's first attempt, published or otherwise, to "instruct 

mankind" is partly, as MacCarthy indicates, a mere ploy to 

make his expanded role in the creation of the volume more 

plausible by exaggerating his own influence on Shelley at this 

period (30-31). But as indicated earlier, Hogg has taken great 

care throughout the preceding Oxford chapters (III, VI, and 

VII) to deemphasize both Shelley's literary projects and the 

radical views on religion, love, and politics which they 

express, 179 never mentioning the works Shelley wrote and/ or 

178 Behrendt compares the adolescent Shelley with "Amanda 
Cross" (Carolyn Heilburn), who also uses a popular genre 
(detective fiction) to convey unorthodox "social, political, 
and intellectual opinions and messages" (ix). 

179 As Cameron notes, we also learn very little of 
Shelley's academic work or his reading at Oxford (Young 
Shelley 20). It would appear from Hogg's account that Shelley 
attended one disappointing lecture on stones and read Plato 
(in translation), Aristotle, Plutarch, Euripides ("without 
interpretation or notes," HL 85), the septuagint, and, by 
contrast, Locke, Hume, and some French phi losophers , and 
little else of value. Hogg's remark that Shelley read Plato in 
translation has sometimes been taken to mean that his 
knowledge of Greek at this time was limited (White makes this 
error, 1:97), but Hogg's own testimony to the contrary (85) 
can in this instance be accepted since all other sources, 
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printed at Eton and saying nothing even of the Oxford 

productions until forced to discuss "The Necessity of 

Atheism," at least, in the expulsion article/chapter. 

The diminution of both the "Necessity" and the Fragments, 

as well as the distortion of the events surrounding the 

writing and pUblication of both works, forms a kind of 

compromise between saying nothing about them (as Hogg 

evidently would have preferred) and telling the truth, which 

he could not do without simultaneously destroying his picture 

of the ingenuous and apolitical Shelley and reducing his own 

role (in the Nicholson poems, at least) to that of spectator 

rather than mentor or co-author. He does not even provide an 

accurate description of the two works he deigns to mention or 

include selected quotations from them, though the "Necessity" 

is short enough to quote in full. In both cases, Hogg has 

shortchanged the reader -- not to mention Shelley -- for the 

sake of self-protection on the one hand and self-

aggrandizement on the other. 

In all, the judgment of most Shelley biographers that 

Hogg's Margaret Nicholson account is partly or mostly 

including the Eton records, indicate that Shelley was 
proficient in Greek before his matriculation to Oxford. 

Hogg conceals Shelley's reading of Godwin's Political 
Justice, which Shelley ordered from the publisher Stockdale on 
November 19, 1810 (Letters 1:21). This omission, says White, 
is "odd," and "rather suggestive of a desire to tone down 
Shelley's radicalism at the time" (WL 1:98, my italics). 
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fictitious is borne out not only by internal contradictions in 

the narrative but by outside evidence which reveals most of 

his assertions to be erroneous or deliberately false and the 

narrative portions to be pure fiction. What is disturbing in 

all this is not so much the elaborateness of the lie or the 

motives which prompted it as the failure of subsequent 

biographers to take the lies seriously, discrediting not only 

the account but its author. No major biographer of Shelley 

corrects all of the errors (or falsehoods), nor does any 

writer except MacCarthy seek to invalidate the entire 

Nicholson account. 180 Worse, no biographer takes this provably 

false story as indicative of Hogg's tendency to fictionalize 

events, characters, and conversations in the sacrosanct Oxford 

chapters. Instead these reputable scholars fail to see that 

exposing the "burlesque" ruse undercuts the entire story, 

including the characterization of the poet and his poetry. It 

is somehow possible for Dowden to accept the Fragments as a 

serious work written primarily or entirely by Shelley (the 

conclusion which follows logically from rejecting the 

"burlesque" ruse) and yet to dismiss the poems as "silly 

versifyings" (1:92), the earnest expression of a naive 

180 For reasons discussed in my Preface, including his own 
errors and his conspicuous anti-Hogg bias, MacCarthy's account 
was given little credence by Dowden or White. The most recent 
major biography, Richard Holmes' Shelley: The pursuit, does 
not even cite him as a source. 
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perspective. Blunden, writing fifty years later, also credits 

the whole project to Shelley only to dismiss it as "air-

beating romantic [ism] " (Shelley 52). Even White, who 

recognizes the merits of the poems and acknowledges the 

political radicalism which Dowden chooses to deny, 181 suggests 

that the practical Hogg' s obj ections were not to.. "the 

crudeness of the verse. but to the rashness of the 

project" (1:94). In other words, Shelley was naively unaware 

that the publication of his radical sentiments could "redound 

to [his own] discomfort" or even result in a sedition trial 

for the printer (1:93-94) until the more wordly Hogg informed 

him of his danger. 182 In general, Hogg's "burlesque" ruse and 

its companion fictions present a stumbling block to the 

understanding of Shelley's early poetry and the development of 

his thought ,183 or rather a screen which distorts what the 

181 As indicated earlier, Dowden had read Shelley's Early 
Life and was therefore aware of MacCarthy's attack on Hogg's 
account of the Posthumous Fragments, but he ignores 
MacCarthy's arguments and preserves the spirit if not the 
letter of Hogg' s story along wi th Hogg' s ingenuous and 
apolitical Shelley. 

182 white admits that the adult Hogg "insulates" the 
political radicalism of the Fragments as part of an overall 
"softening" of the young poet's political and religious 
sentiments (1:592), but this statement is more applicable to 
the 1858 supplement containing the altered letters than to the 
original Oxford chapters of 1832-33, which conceal the 
radicalism altogether rather than merely "softening" it. 

183 This generalization is also applicable to Holmes, who 
views Hogg as an ally in the war against the angelic school 
and consequently presents a different set of problems which 
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biographer sees when he deigns to examine Shelley's juvenile 

poems. Even scholars who, despite Hogg, are well aware of 

Shelley's radicalism too often fail to see the astounding 

"political acumen" (YS 53) behind the poems .184 

Not surprisingly, the moti ves which prompted Hogg to 

distort the Nicholson account, in particular his own egotism 

and the desire to hide Shelley's very real interest in liberal 

and radical causes, led him to make deliberate misstatements 

elsewhere in the Oxford narrative. 18S Hogg' s assertion that 

his influence led Shelley to abandon his scientific 

can only be touched on here. For unstated reasons he views 
Hogg as Shelley's political mentor, "highly influential in 
introducing Shelley to new texts and doctrines," all of them 
radical (43). Holmes's highly unorthodox reading of the Life, 
which certainly would not have pleased Hogg except in making 
him the chief influence on Shelley during the Oxford period, 
will be discussed in my final chapter. 

184 Cameron, from whom I have borrowed this phrase, is 
almost alone in regarding the little book as a genuine 
expression of revolutionary republicanism "enunciated with 
vigor and passion" but based on a thorough awareness of 
current events and political issues (YS 55). The first poem, 
for example, is not an attack on war in general as Hogg 
asserts, but an attack on George III and the "current war" 
with France which "would," Cameron says, "have been so taken 
by Shelley's readers" (YS 54). 

1H Not all of Hogg's misstatements are lies, of course. 
The innocuous Ii ttle assertion that his own "removal" to 
Oxford occurred on "a fine autumnal afternoon" (HL 43), for 
example, is incorrect -- unless it was a "fine autumnal 
afternoon" in February. (Hogg entered Oxford in February 1810, 
Young Shelley 17). Though errors of this sort have no real 
bearing on Hogg's veracity, they do indicate that his memory 
is not quite so phenomenal as White and Holmes perceive it as 
being. 



428 

experiments (HL 57) has already been shown to be false. 

Another undoubtedly false assertion, related to Shelley's 

supposed aversion to politics,186 is Hogg's claim that "a 

newspaper never found its way to [Shelley's] rooms during the 

whole period of his residence at Oxford" (HL 156). Hogg 

pretends that Shelley would sometimes "permit his eye to be 

attracted by [an account of] a murder or a storm" if he 

happened to stray near a newsstand, but political articles he 

"invariably threw. aside" (156). Upon accidentally 

encountering one, he inevitably "strode about" with a flushed 

face, "muttering broken sentences" which expressed his disgust 

with the dishonesty of politicians (156). Presumably this 

aversion to politicians (as opposed to politics, a distinction 

Hogg does not make) was sufficient to prevent him from buying 

or subscribing to a newspaper during his residence at Oxford 

(or perhaps the newspapers were buried among the general 

clutter where Hogg could not see them). Though Shelley's later 

correspondence frequently refers to newspapers (among them his 

friend Leigh Hunt's Examiner, which was sent to him, with 

other periodicals, in Italy), the early letters are less 

helpful on this point except as evidence that Shelley read the 

literary reviews. (He frequently commissioned his friend 

1~ This point will be developed momentarily. 
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Graham to submit reviews or advertisements of his juvenile 

works to newspapers and other periodicals.) 187 

But evidence refuting Hogg is available from other 

sources. surprisingly, Medwin, who dutifully seconds the 

authoritative Hogg's newspaper assertion (ML 157), testifies 

that Shelley submitted a letter to the editor of the Morning 

Chronicle supporting the election of Lord Grenville as 

chancellor of Oxford in the fall of 1809 while he was still 

attending Eton (ML 146) -- a statement verified by MacCarthy 

(23-24) and Cameron (Young Shelley 47, 315) -- as he would 

hardly have done if he were not in the habit of reading both 

articles and letters to the editor appearing in that 

periodical. 188 Nor would he have known about Peter Finnerty, 

the Irish journalist imprisoned for libel to whom he intended 

187 On about September 14, 1810, for example, Shelley 
reproached Graham for not inserting an advertisement for 
original Poetry in the Morning Chronicle as Shelley had 
requested. The ad appeared on September 18 (Letters 1:16, SC 
2:647). A somewhat earlier letter, also to Graham, reveals a 
familiarity with, and a playful cynicism toward, periodical 
reviews and reviewers (Letters 1:7-8). 

188 The letter supporting Lord Grenville, a supporter of 
Irish emancipation and therefore a lesser evil than his Tory 
rival, Lord Eldon, is signed "A. M. Oxon" (Young Shelley 315) , 
certainly not Shelley's status at that time (or later). 
However, Shelley may well have felt that a pseudonym 
concealing his youth (and implying an intimate connection with 
Oxford) was necessary if the letter was to be taken seriously. 
(It appears from the letter to Graham cited earlier (Letters 
1:16) that Timothy Shelley subscribed to the Morning 
Chronicle. If so, it was presumably familiar to his son.) 
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to dedicate the proceeds of the Posthumous Fragments, 189 had 

he not been an avid reader of newspapers. Hogg, of course, 

covers up this intention and says nothing of another poem by 

Shelley, now lost, entitled, "A Poetical Essay on the Existing 

state of Things, By a Gentleman of the University of Oxford, 

For assisting to maintain in Prison Mr. Peter Finnerty, 

imprisoned for a libel. ,,190 The very name of this "essay," 

like that of the intended beneficiary, suggests a knowledge of 

current social conditions and political issues necessarily 

acquired through the constant reading of newspapers. 

More solid evidence against Hogg's newspaper contention 

includes a letter from Shelley to the crusading editor Leigh 

Hunt (at that time a stranger) written ten days before 

Shelley's expulsion. The young student congratulates the 

famous editor on his "triumph" (defeating a libel charge which 

resulted from merely reprinting a protest against military 

flogging, Letters 1:54-55) .191 Shelley would hardly have 

189 This intention was known to Sharpe (YS 21) and quite 
possibly to the Oxford authorities. 

190 Shelley's authorship of this work could easily have 
been determined by the Oxford authorities and even the 
undergraduates of his acquaintance, including Hogg. Not only 
was the pseudonym identical with that under which he had 
written st. Irvyne, but the published SUbscription list 
contained the names of several members of his family (WL 
1:108). 

191 Hogg' s treatment of this letter, which he prints far 
out of its chronological sequence with no indication of the 
recipient, will be discussed in a later chapter. 



431 

written the letter, much less visited Hunt's home as he did 

two months later (YS 317, n. 63), had he not been thoroughly 

familiar with Hunt's Examiner and entirely favorable toward 

the reformist views it expressed. Possibly Shelley had some 

trouble finding access to liberal or radical newspapers at 

oxford,l92 in which case Hogg's statement that "a newspaper 

never found its way to [Shelley's] rooms" would be literally 

true, but the implication that he never read a newspaper at 

this period (or any other) is utterly false. 

That the newspaper assertion is merely one more attempt 

to conceal Shelley's interest in politics is apparent from a 

remark attributed to Shelley elsewhere in the Oxford section 

of the Life: "with how unconquerable an aversion do I shrink 

from political articles in the newspapers and reviews!" 

(129).193 This variation on the theme occurs in one of the 

192 At one point he inquires of Graham, "How is the King, 
& what is said of political affairs [?]" (Letters 1:23). 

193 Medwin perpetuates these combined ideas in one of his 
many plagiarisims from Hogg: 

Shelley used to say that he had heard people talk 
politics by the hour, and how he hated it and them. He 
carried this aversion through life, and never have I seen 
him read a newspaper, incredible as it may appear to 
those who spend half their lives in this occupation. 
(ML 157) 

The idea and even the language of the first part of the 
statement closely follow Hogg, but Medwin takes the idea one 
step farther ("never have I seen him read a newspaper" as 
opposed to "a newspaper never found its way to his rooms"). 
More important, his failure to credit Hogg's assertions makes 
him appear to be a co-witness whose "testimony" supports 
Hogg's. 
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imaginary monologues which Hogg puts into Shelley's mouth. In 

this instance, Shelley is reacting to the attempts of "a 

certain nobleman" (Timothy Shelley's patron, Charles Howard, 

Duke of Norfolk) 194 to persuade the talented boy to enter 

politics. After "quoting" the Duke at length in a monologue 

within a monologue, Shelley clasps his hands in an agony of 

revulsion and exclaims: 

I have heard people talk politics by the 
hour, and how I hated it and them! I went with my 
father several times to the House of Commons 
[Timothy was the MP for Shoreham], and what 
creatures did I see there! What faces! •.. what 
wretched beings! Good God! what men did we meet 
about the House . . . ! And my father was so civil 
to all of them -- to animals that I regarded with 
unmitigated disgust. (HL 129) 

Cameron correctly interprets this frenzied performance, whose 

resemblance to the equally imaginary expulsion speech should 

be immediately apparent, as a distortion by Hogg of Shelley's 

quite genuine "disgust with the do-nothing Whigs" into "an 

aversion to politics in general" (YS 41). Not even Hogg, who 

conceals his friend's interest in Peter Finnerty and Leigh 

Hunt, can hide the fact that Shelley's father was an MP, but 

he depicts this inevitable exposure to politics as deterring 

rather than stimulating Shelley's interest in the subject. 

Perhaps when Hogg wrote the Oxford articles he had not yet 

194 The "nobleman" was first identified as the Duke of 
Norfolk by Medwin (ML 156-157) in the plagiarized passage 
previously cited. Medwin's role in perpetuating Hoggery will 
be discussed in my final chapter. 
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seen Shelley's letter to Hunt (first published in 1841 and 

still in Hunt's possession when Hogg wrote the Oxford articles 

in 1832-33) and did not know that his position was refuted by 

Shelley himself in the final paragraph of that letter: "My 

father is in parliament [sic], and on attaining 21 I shall, in 

all probability, fill his vacant seat" (Letters 1:55) .195 

Though much of the damage originally done by the 

"aversion to politics" lie seems to have been repaired, 

especially with the attention given to Shelley's political 

interests not only by Cameron and P.M.S. Dawson but even by 

such supporters of Hogg as White and Holmes, the falsehood 

remains important for two reasons. First, Hogg's suppression 

of Shelley's political interests is largely responsible (along 

with the suppression of his "atheism") for major distortions 

in Shelley I s character as depicted not only in the Oxford 

chapters but throughout the Life -- distortions which still 

shape the commonly held view of Shelley as erratic, naive, and 

irrational. (White, for example, calls him "innately flighty 

and reckless," 1:101). Second, Hogg's pretense that Shelley 

195 Shelley's dedication of The Wandering Jew, which he 
was then attempting to publish, to Sir Francis Burdett also 
belies Hogg' s assertion. A well-known radical opposed to 
Catholic oppression and military flogging (White 1:75, Young 
Shelley 47), Sir Francis "was then the rallying-cry for all 
opponents of the repressive acts of government" (1:585-586). 
(Shelley sent Sir Francis a copy of Margaret Nicholson, which 
was found unopened among his papers at his death, White 
1:586.) 
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hated politics and was a "democrat" only in theory has 

reinforced the widely held view that Shelley's interest in 

politics was peripheral196 and his political vision utopian 

and unworldly.1~ But as Cameron rightly indicates, Shelley's 

interest in politics, like the interest in science which Hogg 

ridicules rather than conceals, was tied in with his equally 

196 Having touched on Margaret Nicholson, Hunt, and 
Finnerty, Blunden remarks, "However, as [Shelley] saw the 
world in the first months of 1811. • those things were 
subordinate. The big thing was to get people to reconsider the 
question of God" (Shelley 54). White is a little less certain 
on the issue. Unwilling to contradict Hogg, he quotes the 
passages in which Hogg contrasts Shelley's devotion to "the 
lovely theory of freedom" with his supposed aversion to 
practical politics without commenting on the accuracy of 
Hogg's view. But since the paragraphs which follow (one apiece 
on Hunt and Finnerty) are not consistent with this view, White 
attempts to reconcile Hogg's assertion with Shelley's actions 
by labeling Shelley's "practical political activit[ies]" on 
behalf of these men as "sufficiently patrician" to satisfy the 
fastidiousness attributed to him by Hogg (WL 1:107). 

1~ Bulwer' s reaction, printed as a note to the fifth 
Oxford article (later Chapter VI of the Life) typifies this 
response. Rather than questioning Hogg's statement that 

as a politician, Shelley was in theory wholly a 
republican, but in practice, so far only as it is 
possible to be one with due regard for the sacred rights 
of a scholar and a gentleman; . . . these being in his 
eyes always more inviolable than any scheme of polity, or 
civil institution (NMM 324-325), 

Bulwer comments, 
After all, we fear, from this passage, that our poet must 
have had very confused notions of the true scope and end 
of "Schemes of Polity" and "civil Institutions." (325 n.) 

This damaging comment indicates that Bulwer has accepted 
Hogg's innocent, apolitical Shelley as an authentic depiction. 
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profound interest in metaphysics and ethics (e.g free 

love) .198 By the time of Shelley's expulsion or even earlier, 

"these different realms of thought" had become part of "a 

consistently radical pattern • • . given unity by the dominant 

concept of assisting the progress of humanity" (Young Shelley 

82) • This "benevolence" Hogg presents as primarily 

theoretical, and Shelley's attempts to practice it (as in the 

boy and donkey anecdote) are rendered ridiculous by Hogg's 

emphasis on Shelley's supposed irrationality. The scientific 

experiments also are ridiculed, the interest in politics 

denied, and the view of love (as presented in the nymphs-in-

the-garden episode, 76-80) simultaneously idealized and 

diminished -- robbed of the physical expression which to 

Shelley, even at this early age, was a "type or expression" of 

the "intellectual" and "imaginative" aspects of love (qtd. SC 

198 The 1832 Oxford chapters (and the 1833 sequel on the 
expulsion) contain no reference whatever to Shelley's lost 
love Harriet Grove or to Hogg's "love" for Shelley's sister 
Elizabeth, although both appear in distorted form in the 1858 
Oxford chapters in relation to the altered letters. In the 
third Oxford article, incorporated into Chapter III of the 
1858 Life, Shelley's view of love is presented in relation to 
an imaginary female gardener as enthusiastic poetic idealism, 
entirely divorced from sexual desire (78-80). 
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2:612-613).1~ Shelley's religious doubts are also denied and 

Hogg's own atheism concealed. 

The desire to disguise or deny Shelley's religious 

skepticism leads Hogg into yet another dissembling denial, the 

assertion that the young Shelley was not an adherent of 

philosophical skepticism. Hogg presents "the sceptical 

philosophy," by which he means the epistemology and 

metaphysics of Locke and Hume (HL 70), as an essentially 

sterile and barren ideology diametrically opposed to 

Platonism, which he presents as a "warm, bright, vivifying" 

system (73) more suitable than skepticism to Shelley's 

imaginative mind and enthusiastic temperament (71). (Locke's 

basic principle that all knowledge is acquired through the 

senses, with its accompanying metaphor of the infant mind as 

a tabula rasa, is specifically contrasted with Plato's 

doctrine that all knowledge is merely the recollection of what 

was known in an earlier existence and the accompanying view of 

1~ To be sure, the work from which this quotation is 
taken, "A Discourse on the Manners of the Antient Greeks," 
belongs to Shelley's mature period, but the seeds of this 
profoundly humane and humanistic view are found in the Gothic 
novels written at Eton and even (in exaggerated form) in the 
self-parodic stanzas near the end of the "Epithalamium." They 
appear also in the letters from Shelley to Hogg of the Oxford 
and Keswick periods, though Hogg, it appears, never grasped 
the distinction between physical love and loveless sex. 
Evidently the idea that physical desire could be selfless and 
"disinterested," a sharing of selves equally pleasurable to 
male and female, was incomprehensible to him, as it was also, 
no doubt, to Hogg's Victorian audience. 
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the infant mind, as, in Hoggls words, "a perfect encyclopedia" 

of all knowledge, HL 146). In attempting to explain how the 

imaginati ve Shelley could possibly be attracted to skepticism, 

a philosophy "uncongenial with [his] fervid and imaginative 

genius," Hogg presents his young friend as eagerly "put[ting] 

forward [skeptical doctrines]" in order to force his opponent 

to take the offensive, a tactic which Hogg regards as a form 

of "dissimulation" undertaken "for the sake of victory in 

argument" (70). The resulting picture fits well with the comic 

contrasts Hogg has exploited in earlier chapters. So credulous 

that he "believe[s] implicitly" every "improbable and 

incredible" assertion he reads or hears, 200 Hogg I s Shelley 

nevertheless refuses, "like the calmest and most suspicious of 

analysts," to admit the most "obvious and self-evident" 

propositions "without strict proof" (HL 70, my italics). In 

other words, he is too excitable to reason calmly and 

logically (as a skeptic must) and too naive to distinguish 

200 Whether the marvelous knowledge brought into the world 
by newborn babies but forgotten by them as they mature belongs 
to this category is impossible to say. The real Shelley, soon 
to style himself a "Votary of Reason," probably found this 
doctrine quaint and laughable, especially in light of the 
empirical arguments used in "The Necessity of Atheism." 

Hoggls Shelley is, of course, another matter. His 
supposed credulity is illustrated in another passage by his 
ostensible infatuation with the letters "Q.E.D.," which, Hogg 
tells him, need only be tacked onto the end of a written 
argument to make that argument unanswerable (HL 164). The 
letters do appear at the end of "The Necessity of Atheism, 
possibly as a challenge to the reader. 
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between a debatable proposition and a certainty, yet he can 

disprove the obvious and prove the unprovable using skeptical 

doctrines he does not believe in. Perhaps aware that he is on 

shaky ground here, Hogg adds another reason why Shelley 

"adopted the [lluncongenial ll ] scheme of the sceptics": it was 

"popular" and easy for Shelley's "vulgar" opponents to 

understand. To use the Platonism he (ostensibly) believed in 

instead of the "sceptical" reasoning which assured him an easy 

victory would, Hogg claims, "[have] reduce[d] the number of 

[Shelley's] opponents to a small number indeed II (73) .201 

Having "explainedll Shelley's attraction to the 

"uncongenial" philosophy of Locke and Hume, Hogg intimates 

that in more characteristic moments Shelley had now become 

a young Platonist, breathing forth the ideal 
philosophy, and in his pursuit of the intellectual 
world entirely overlooking the material, or 
noticing it only to contemn it. (70)2~ 

201 Elsewhere he attributes the adolescent Shelley's 
ability to "confute men [three times his age]" to "the 
deplorable condition of education at that time" (165). 

2~ He was "vehemently excited," says Hogg, 
by the striking doctrine which teaches that all our 
knowledge consists of reminiscences of what we had 
learned in a former state of existence. He often . 
. . shook his long wild locks, and discoursed in a 
solemn tone and with a mysterious air, speculating 
concerning our previous condition, and the nature 
of our life and occupations in that world, where, 
according to Plato, we had attained to erudition, 
and had advanced ourselves in knowledge so far that 
the most studious and the most inventive, or in 
other words, those who have the best memory, are 
able to call back a part only, and with much pain 
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This supposed conversion to Platonism is depicted, of course, 

as Hoggls doing. The first step is to wean Shelley away from 

his interest in science and steer him toward metaphysics (HL 

57); the second is to interest him in ethics, a move which 

Shelley ostensibly resists: 

When .! first endeavored to turn the regards of 
Shelley towards this engaging pursuit [i.e. 
ethics], he strongly expressed a very decided 
aversion from such inquiries, deeming them 
worthless and illiberal. (73, italics mine)2ffi 

The next step in the process is less clear. Hogg admits that 

their joint reading included (and perhaps began with) Locke, 

Hume, and the French materialists, which "we read together" 

(70, my italics), but he implies that these books, as well as 

the "few [Platonic] dialogues" which he and Shelley knew only 

"through Dacierls translation" (72), were read repeatedly and 

in bits and pieces, neither superseding the other (70, 72). 

The suggestion that Shelley became interested in Platonism 

through Hoggls efforts is made subtly through juxtaposition: 

the previously quoted passage on Hoggls efforts to interest 

Shelley in ethics is connected wi th the passage on the 

and extreme difficulty, of what was formerly 
familiar to us. (72) 

203 These assertions are contradicted by an earlier (and 
equally inaccurate) depiction of Shelley enthusiastically 
"discours [ing]" on "ethical philosophy" and the Platonic 
doctrine of "pre-existence" on the first evening of their 
acquaintance (HL 51) . 
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suitability of Platonism to Shelley's temperament by a 

transitional paragraph on Hogg's early interest in ethics, 

with the implication that Hogg "endeavored to turn the regards 

of Shelley towards" Platonism as well as ethics. 204 Whatever 

Hogg's intention in juxtaposing these passages, he now treats 

Shelley's "Platonism," especially his supposed interest in 

pre-existence, as a gi ven20S but says nothing more of their 

joint study of Locke and Hume until the expulsion chapter, in 

which Shelley is again depicted as a "young Platonist" arguing 

"negatively" (Le. using skepticism as a defensive tactic) in 

both his letters and "The Necessity of Atheism" (165). 

At that critical point Hogg finds it necessary not only 

to reiterate his arguments reconciling Shelley's (real) 

interest in "the sceptical philosophy" with his previously 

established character as the flighty and imaginative young 

poet but also to conceal his own atheism and Shelley's 

vehement opposition to Christianity as expressed in the "The 

Necessity of Atheism." Hogg's concern that the "son of fancy" 

204 In fact Hogg is setting up a discussion of Shelley's 
mental "imperfections" (75), one of which is a lack of 
interest in jurisprudence, "that highest department of ethics, 
which includes all the inferior branches" (73). Whether Hogg 
deliberately places this debatable assertion immediately after 
the Platonism passage is difficult to determine, but as I have 
shown elsewhere, he frequently uses juxtaposition to imply 
connections he does not openly state. 

205 See the Magdalen Bridge episode and the anecdote of 
the gypsy children, discussed above. 
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(135) might be taken for a "sceptic,,,206 already manifested in 

the earlier articles, is naturally intensified in the 

expulsion article/chapter, in which the inevitable discussion 

of the controversial pamphlet requires careful handling to 

prevent Shelley's being regarded by the reader as an all-out 

atheist. As indicated earlier, Hogg avoids naming the pamphlet 

and treats the mustering of arguments from Locke and Hume as 

a school exercise (HL 165), pretending that Shelley used them 

in "the little pamphlet" merely to win the argument, not as a 

statement of principles or doctrines in which he truly 

believed (163, 165). Moreover, Hogg treats the pamphlet, which 

in fact argues that the existence of God cannot be proven 

through reason or empirical evidence, as if it dealt chiefly 

with "[Locke's] theory that all knowledge is from without," 

from which proposition all the other doctrines of Locke and 

Hume follow as "the necessary and inevitable consequence" 

(165). Hogg's language here is extraordinarily evasive,207 

206 C.E. Pulos points out the important distinction 
between the common use of the word "skepticism" to denote 
disbelief in Christianity and the more correct or classical 
usage denoting doubt as to the evidence of the senses and in 
the efficacy of reason (Deep Truth 10, 34). Hogg is obscuring 
this distinction, perhaps on the assumption that his readers 
would equate "sceptic" with "anti-Christian." 

207 Having merged the identity of the pamphlet with that 
of Shelley's polemical letters, Hogg continues: 

It [Shelley's line of argument] was indeed a general 
issue; a compendious denial of every allegation, in order 
to put the whole case in proof. It was a formal mode of 
saying, you affirm so and so, then prove it .... As it 
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even in comparison with his usual slipperiness, but he manages 

to suggest that the reader who would deny the doctrines of 

Locke and Hume as expressed in the pamphlet must "go back 

[with Shelley] to Plato" (165). Apparently Hogg, who has 

emphasized Shelley's supposed fascination with Plato's theory 

of pre-existence throughout the Oxford chapters but has said 

nothing of any other Platonic ideas, is here implicitly 

contrasting the newborn's supposedly innate knowledge of the 

Platonic World of Ideas, among them the "Idea" of God, with 

Locke's depiction of the infant mind as a tabula rasa from 

which the idea of God, like all other ideas, is of necessity 

missing. But no such assumption is implicit in "the little 

syllabus," whose argument concerns the inability of the adult 

mind to prove the existence of God. 208 Associating Plato's 

doctrine of pre-existence with the unnamed pamphlet enables 

Hogg to disguise the argument as a more or less innocent 

challenge to the concept of innate ideas, but it also serves 

a more important purpose, reminding the reader that Shelley 

was shorter, so was it plainer, and perhaps, in order to 
provoke discussion, a little bolder, than Hume's Essays. 

The doctrine, if it deserves the name, was 
precisely similar; the necessary and inevitable 
consequence of Locke's philosophy, and of the theory that 
all knowledge is from without. . . . (165) 

Clearly Hogg had no intention of enlightening the reader 
regarding the true nature of Shelley's argument, let alone his 
own contributions. 

208 See note 52 for a summary of this argument. 
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was "really" a young Platonist, not a skeptic (positions which 

Hogg has taken care to present as antithetical). Indeed 

Platonism, which serves throughout the Life as a kind of 

sUbstitute Christianity (Platonism is to "the sceptical 

philosophy" as Christianity is to atheism), is an important 

component of Hogg' s Shelley myth. 209 The mere reference to 

Shelley as "the young Platonist" (165) reminds the reader of 

the innocent and imaginative boy who so wistfully inquired 

about pre-existence on Magdalen Bridge and slid uninvited into 

a gypsy tent on the theory that the children who inhabited it 

were his intellectual superiors. These tales establish 

Shelley's Platonism as a "fact" and connect it not only with 

his love of children and his (comically undermined) 

benevolence but with his supposed unworldliness and his vivid 

imagination, all traits which Hogg wants the reader to 

associate with the "young Platonist" expelled from Oxford. 

Hogg does not overtly make this connection, comedy being 

out of place in the last pages of the expulsion chapter, but 

after a diatribe against Oxford he attacks Locke and Hume for 

their lack of "reverence," which he contrasts with Shelley's 

"well-directed veneration" (166-167), again suggesting that 

"the sceptical philosophy" was foreign to Shelley's nature. 

(Here, however, we have a "grave, earnest, anxious" Shelley 

209 In the letters Hogg routinely sUbstitutes "sceptic" 
for "atheist" and "philosopher" for "sceptic." 
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incapable of "levity" [166] as opposed to a wild-haired, arm-

waving enthusiast spouting Platonic doctrines as if literally 

inspired [72].) Hogg then paints a pathetic picture of his 

innocent Shelley as an abandoned child: 

There can be no doubt. , since the sweet 
gentleness of Shelley was easily and instantly 
swayed by the mild influences of friendly 
admonition, that, had even the least dignified of 
his elders suggested the propriety of pursuing his 
metaphysical inquiries with less ardour, his 
obedience would have been prompt and perfect. (167) 

Hogg is playing all his cards here: Oxford encourages 

"drunkenness, vice, and violence" while neglecting education 

(167); the innocent, childlike Shelley is left without a 

mentor; this lack of guidance leads Shelley to pursue his own 

course of reading too ardently and, worse, to disseminate his 

unripe ideas in print. The wise young Hogg, temporarily absent 

from the picture, is helpless to aid Shelley against the 

"coarseness, ignorance, and injustice" (167) of the Oxford 

dons; he, too, is about to become their victim. In this 

picture Platonism plays a small but important part as the 

philosophy best sui ted to the innocent and serious young 

enthusiast, the knowledge of which he ought to have been 

encouraged to pursue rather than being allowed by the 

negligent dons to study the irreverent skeptics and use their 

doctrines to support his immature arguments. Platonism serves 

in this instance to accentuate Hogg's picture of Shelley as 
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Oxford's blameless victim and throughout the Life to bolster 

Hogg's image of Shelley as imaginative innocent. 

We need only examine Shelley's (unaltered) letters of 

this period, or "The Necessity of Atheism" itself, to see what 

a false picture Hogg has constructed regarding Shelley's 

philosophical views (and even his ability to argue) .210 To 

begin with, Shelley was not a Platonist at Oxford or at any 

time before 1817, when he began a systematic reading of Plato 

at Marlow (Pulos 72).211 Shelley's (and Hogg's) exposure to 

Plato at Oxford, if it occurred at all, was limited by Hogg's 

own confession to "Dacier' s translation of a few of the 

dialogues," which provided only a "scanty and turbid [taste)" 

of "the divine philosophy" (72).212 Hogg also admits the risk 

of confusing Shelley's "earliest efforts as a Platonist" with 

210 Both the letters and the pamphlet show that Shelley 
could argue calmly and logically on the existence of God and 
related sUbjects. The most impressive of his early arguments 
is the "Letter to Lord Ellenborough," dated by P.M.S. Dawson 
as "June-July 1812" (Unacknowledged Legislator 282). 

211 Even during adulthood Shelley admired Plato primarily 
as a poet rather than a thinker, as the "Defence of Poetry" 
indicates. 

212 Since the works of Plato were still considered 
disreputable by Oxford authorities, the French translation may 
have been the only edition that Shelley or Hogg could find. 
But Hogg, desperate to "prove" that a small exposure to Plato 
rescued Shelley from the dangerous doctrines of Locke and 
Hume, contradicts this statement later in the Life by minutely 
listing various documents through which both he and Shelley 
were exposed to Plato's doctrines, including the commentaries 
of Thomas Taylor and the aforementioned Memorabilia of 
Xenophon (121). 
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his "subsequent advancement" through "borrowing inadvertently 

from the knowledge [of Plato] which [Shelley] afterwards 

acquired" (72-73), a point which would be well-taken if the 

enthusiasm Hogg depicts were real. But knowledge (especially 

a limited knowledge) of Plato's doctrines does not constitute 

belief in those doctrines. Despite his somewhat mystical 

yearnings for Love and a "Soul of the Universe" (as opposed to 

an anthropomorphic God), Shelley's writing during the Oxford 

period provides no evidence that he was interested in, much 

less an adherent of, Platonism. Neither the letters nor the 

literary works refer to Plato or his doctrines, including pre

existence ,213 nor do they contain any Platonic imagery. Even 

as an adult, his epistemology was not Platonic. As C.E. Pulos 

indicates, Shelley "never seriously considered the possibility 

of a priori knowledge, which constitutes so essential a 

feature of . . Platonism," instead retaining "[Locke's] 

doctrine that all knowledge is derived ultimately from 

experience," modified slightly to accommodate Hume's idea of 

"innate passions" (not the same as "innate ideas") and his 

28 The doctrines of Plato would not have been 
particularly useful in refuting Christianity, Shelley's chief 
concern in the letters to Hogg of 1810-11. His arguments in 
favor of an "intelligent & necessarily beneficent actuating 
principle" as a sUbstitute for the Christian God are 
deistical, not Platonic (Letters 1:35, italics in original). 
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"empirical concept of cause [and effect]" (Deep Truth 76) .214 

In other words, Shelley did not believe in Plato's doctrine 

that knowledge is reminiscence or the accompanying "legend of 

pre-existence" (75) at Oxford or at any other time. 

Far from being "a young Platonist" using skeptical 

arguments for the sake of victory, Shelley apparently adopted 

the anti-Platonic view of the French philosophes when he began 

studying their works in January 1810 (Deep Truth 69).215 As 

Pulos has shown, Shelley was working his way from a "brief 

adherence to French materialism216 • based on an 

unqualified acceptance of Locke's theory of knowledge" (Deep 

Truth 46) toward a more Humean skepticism which would allow 

214 Pulos adds that Shelley's "subsequent admiration for 
Plato, being an effect. . . of [his rejection of materialism 
for skepticism], can hardly be used as evidence of a change of 
his epistemological views" (Pulos 76). 

215 The influence of the philosophes on Shelley's thinking 
is manifested in his early works and letters, including "The 
Necessity of Atheism," from 1810 until 1813, when Shelley 
attacked Plato's myths and parables as "reveries" (an 
objection derived from the philosophes) in a note to Queen Mab 
(Pulos 69-70). 

216 Hogg admits that he and Shelley read "certain 
popular French works, that treat of man . in a mixed 
method, metaphysically, morally, and politically" 
presumably the philosophes (70). More surprising, he 
acknowledges that "some of the short argumentative essays, 
which [Shelley] composed as voluntary exercises" sound as if 
they were written by some "enthusiastic and animated [young] 
materialist. of the French school" a philosopher 
destined, adds Hogg, to be "intercepted" by "revolutionary 
violence" at "an early age" (71). 
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the importance of "feelings" and the existence of "innate 

passions" (Pulos 47, Letters 1:301). But in 1811 Shelley had 

not yet reached this point. 217 "The Necessity of Atheism," 

says Pulos, "rests squarely on the doctrine that reason and 

the senses constitute the sole guide to truth" -- in other 

words, on a combination of French materialism and Locke's 

theory of knowledge (45). That Shelley believed Locke'S 

argument against the existence of innate ideas to be 

irrefutable, Hogg to the contrary, is shown by his remark to 

Elizabeth Hitchener in a letter written soon after the 

expulsion (June 11, 1811): "Locke proves that there are no 

innate ideas" (Pulos 46, Letters 1:99).218 A fuller 

explication of his views occurs in a letter to his father 

written from Oxford less than two months before the 

expulsion. 219 But Hogg, wishing to hide his friend's religious 

and philosophical skepticism (really a cross between 

217 He had read Locke's "Essay on Human Understanding" 
before coming to Oxford and had evidently been impressed by 
its doctrines. A letter of August 1810 requests Graham to send 
a copy of Locke's book to Harriet Grove (Letters 1:13). There 
is no evidence to indicate whether he had also read Hume at 
this time. 

218 The same idea is expressed in slightly different words 
a few months later in another letter to Miss Hitchener: "The 
nonexistence of innate ideas is proved by Locke" (Letters 
1: 136) • 

219 Written February 6, 1811, the letter attempts to 
justify Shelley's opposition to Christianity by expanding on 
this basic premise and the related ideas soon to be expressed 
in the "Necessity" (Letters 1:50-51). 
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materialism and Lockean empiricism at this point), revives the 

idea of Shelley as Platonist which serves in the earlier 

Oxford chapters primarily to accentuate Shelley's 

eccentricity, imagination, and supposed naivete. The reader 

who believes this portrait is forced in the expulsion chapter 

to choose between a Shelley who coolly distributes a pamphlet 

spouting doctrines he does not believe in merely to stir up 

controversy or a Shelley so credulous and capricious that he 

vacillates between contradictory doctrines and unwittingly 

brings trouble upon himself and his devoted friend by 

circulating the same controversial pamphlet. While there is a 

touch of truth in both portraits -- Shelley was simultaneously 

mystical and mischievous, imaginative and logical -- neither 

comes close to an accurate depiction of his complex 

personality and motives. 

In all, the much-lauded Oxford articles, universally 

viewed as the best and most accurate portion of Hogg's Life of 

Shelley, are in fact a tangled web of exaggerations, 

contradictions, suppressions, distortions, inaccuracies, 

errors, and falsehoods. The anonymity of the original articles 

gave Hogg scope for self-aggrandizement and wishful thinking, 

allowing him to cast himself alternatively as the "plain man" 

contrasted with the "son of fancy," the amused observer of the 

naive eccentric, or the worldly mentor of the immature genius. 

Whatever truth there may be in any of these roles is obscured 
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by distortions arising from egotism on the one hand and fear 

of revealing the truth on the other. The result is not only 

the reduction of Shelley to a comic caricature bearing small 

resemblance to his real self but the absence of reliable 

information regarding his beliefs and activities at Oxford, 

much less his development as a thinker and a poet. The 

descriptions, conversations, and anecdotes are at best 

exaggerated and distorted reconstructions, and some most 

notably the "noble friend" ruse and the "history" of the 

Posthumous Fragments -- are deliberate inventions containing 

only the smallest shred of truth. significantly, both 

instances of unquestionably deliberate falsification occur in 

the expulsion chapter, which was not part of Hogg's original 

plan. In writing the expulsion article, he was trapped by his 

own creations, the characters and relationships depicted in 

the earlier articles and the story he had told Jane Williams 

in 1824 of the composition of the Fragments. In print, 

accepted by the public and by Shelley's friends, the Oxford 

stories and characterizations became "true" -- indispensable 

elements of the Shelley myth which Hogg himself half-believed 

and which, perhaps, he could not help creating. During the 35 

years while he continued to suppress the letters, perhaps 

already contemplating their alteration, the Oxford articles 

began their insidious work, shaping what is still the popular 

view of Shelley: a simple, natural genius, irrational, 
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impractical, ineffectual, and erratic, a dreamy Platonist 

adrift among "the perishing forms and shadows of becoming" 

(Pulos 80) which Hogg and the rest of us designate as the real 

world. 
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VI. ALTERED LETTERS AND MISCELLANEOUS HOGGERY 

Unlike the Oxford chapters originally written in 1832 or 

1833, the 1858 portions of Hogg's Life of Shelley have long 

been regarded as exaggerated and in some respects inaccurate. 

critics and biographers alike take for granted that some of 

the letters have been altered and parts of the narrative 

manipulated, largely through suppression, to conceal 

information unfavorable to Hogg. In practice, however, 

scholars have tended to limit these distortions to the 

alteration of a few pronouns (usually "I" to "you" and vice 

versa) and the concealment of the seduction attempt at York 

(effected largely, it is believed, through the transformation 

of one letter into a "fragment of a novel" placed far from its 

natural place in the chronological sequence).1 For reasons 

explained in my Preface, Lady Shelley's original warning that 

Hogg had made "erasures" in the letters belonging to himself 

and rearranged their paragraphs (SM v, n. ) went largely 

unheeded, and most subsequent biographers have followed Dowden 

in paying lip service to Hogg's alterations while using the 

work as if it were reliable. The representative view, based on 

1 Even Dowden concedes that the letters are "garbled and 
misdated" (Introd. HL xvii) and that the "Werter" fragment is 
really a letter altered and displaced to disguise Hogg' s 
advances to Harriet (DL 1:194 n.). 
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Lady Shelley's very inadequate corrections of a few of the 

letters,2 is expressed by Sylva Norman: 

The letters might have been withheld [to protect 
the revising barrister's reputation] but the 
biographer knew a cleverer trick. He played a game 
of altering words, especially pronouns, so that 
Hogg ... was left intact; and Shelley, who was a 
mad, dead poet even if divine, had only a few more 
vagaries to account for, not least of them a 
passion for his sister. Not a line was wasted; even 
the letter of reproach for the Harriet episode 
could be used by the more impersonal trick of 
clapping it in, two years beyond its rightful 
context, as the fragment of a novel, "being an 
epistle from Albert to Werter," complete wi th 
Hogg's criticism of its style. (Skylark 198) 

If Norman, one of Hogg's severer critics, limits Hogg's 

distortions to the altering of pronouns and the "Werter" 

letter, it is hardly surprising that subsequent biographers, 

in particular those who find support for their positions based 

on Hogg's testimony, have accepted this assessment as 

definitive. 3 But this description is far from adequate, 

providing no indication even of the number of letters affected 

(about 100), much less the accompanying distortions in the 

2 See my Preface for a discussion of these corrections 
and their pUblication in Koszul's La Jeunesse de Shelley and 
an appendix to Ingpen's 1912 and 1914 editions of Shelley's 
Letters. (They do not appear in the more widely circulated 
1910 edition.) 

3 Richard Holmes, the most recent Shelley biographer of 
note, adds little to Dowden, stating only that Shelley altered 
the letters to "soften Shelley's radicalism" (a view evidently 
adapted from White) and that these alterations consist mostly 
of small changes in word choice (e.g. "atheist" to "Deist") or 
of pronouns altered to "disguise his emotional involvement in 
Shelley's life" (Pursuit 41 n.). 
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narrative or the alteration of letters to correspondents other 

than Hogg or by writers other than Shelley. 

To explore this huge subj ect in depth would require 

perhaps a thousand additional pages, far more than the limits 

of this study allow. But since I have already explored six 

chapters (I-III and VI-VIII) and the Preface, the reader is by 

now aware not only of Hogg's motives for distortion and his 

capacity for invention but of his characteristic tactics, 

chief among them the detailed but inauthentic descriptions and 

conversations which add comic realism to the anecdotes. The 

1858 chapters, among them two dealing with Oxford (V and VI) 

inserted between two sets of 1832-33 articles, follow the 

pattern previously established but with noticeably less 

control or direction. The chronology is in many places 

difficult to establish and the autobiographical interludes are 

longer and more frequent, but the ironic undermining, the 

exaggeration, the distortions in the character of and 

relationship between the two young men, and above all, the 

suppression of facts and distortion of incidents continue in 

the 1858 chapters, in which Hogg must of necessity reinforce 

the myth as established in the Oxford articles or be exposed 

as a hypocrite and a liar -- not to mention the would-be 

seducer of Shelley's very young wife. 

Two new tactics may be touched upon in passing: the use 

of repeated epithets and the introduction of caricatures other 
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than the previously established "innocent" and "imaginative" 

poet. Of the epithets, the best known is, of course, "the 

Divine Poet," a phrase which does not occur in the Oxford 

articles, in which Hogg's one repeated designation for Shelley 

is the relatively innocuous "my incomparable friend." That 

Humbert Wolfe is right in comparing Hogg's use of "the Divine 

Poet" wi th Antony's use of "Brutus is an honorable man" 

(Introd. HL ix) is shown by the contexts in which the phrase 

is used, which are almost always comic or ironic and entirely 

unrelated to the composition of poetry. We are told, for 

example, that "the Divine Poet" combined "superhuman strength" 

wi th "weakness less than human" and was consequently unable to 

take "the necessary course" of "declar[ing] peremptorily, 

'Either [Harriet's sister] Eliza goes or I go "' and thus 

insuring his peace (278).4 Elsewhere "the Divine Poet" accuses 

his host Robert Southey of "greedily devouring" Mrs. Southey's 

tea-cakes, which Bysshe supposedly labels as "nasty stuff." At 

some point during Mrs. Southey's heated defense of her tea-

cakes, Shelley tastes a crumb and begins devouring the cakes 

as "greedily" as Southey himself (295). Whatever truth, if 

any, lies behind this anecdote (and it is well to remember 

4 Hogg's depiction of Eliza is not to be trusted given 
his resentment at her view of him as a seducer. Though she may 
well have been domineering (though not the absolute tyrant 
Hogg depicts her as being), it is unlikely that the 
resourceful Bysshe would have been unable to escape her 
presence had he desired to do so at this point. 
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that Hogg did not go with Shelley to Keswick and that this 

chapter, as I have shown elsewhere, is largely filler) ,5 the 

story provides a most unfavorable contrast with the "Divine 

Poet" epithet associated with it. In a more poetic passage, 

Hogg presents the "Divine Poet" as entangling himself in "the 

thread of life" spun by the Fate Clotho even though, he 

claims, "it would have been easy, with a little firmness, to 

have cut at once every knot" (303). This classical interlude 

is followed by one of the rare passages in the Life which 

openly express Hoggls mixed feelings for Shelley: 

The primary object, [the] great final cause. . . of 
the poetical faculty and temperament is certainly 
to make, to create; but the incidental consequences 
are also to destroy: a poet is a maker, but he is 
likewise a marrero I have often wondered. . how 
many poets the world could bear at once, all 
simultaneously energizing destructively. (303) 

What Hogg has in mind here is not entirely clear. However, the 

passage occurs only a few paragraphs after the entirely false 

description of Shelley as a "beautiful, odoriferous, 

parasitical plant" who required a "prop" to support him,6 just 

5 See my paper entitled "A Pearl before Hogg: coleridge's 
Letter on Shelley." 

6 That the "support" Hogg has in mind is partly financial 
is indicated by his reference to the "unfortunate exiles" whom 
"it was no longer in [his] power to assist" with a loan of 
twenty or thirty pounds (304). (The implied reason is that 
Shelley was no longer a single man with limited needs but the 
real reason was simpler; Hogg had been left alone in York and 
by the time of which Hogg is speaking had stopped writing to 
him. ) 
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as his "fragile, unconnected, interrupted life" must now be 

contrasted with that of "some ordinary every-day person with 

whom he was familiar" (302): both the "prop" and the ordinary 

person are by implication Hogg, whose support the "Divine 

Poet" required in life and whose autobiographical presence is 

now required if Hogg is to capture Shelley's "graceful" but 

"fading" image. 7 

The "Divine Poet" epithet, though chiefly ironic and 

sometimes comic, does evidently reflect the view Hogg wishes 

us to take of Shelley as a poet. The "fugitive" and "volatile" 

man or boy (HL 302) is matched by the "demoniacal"s poet: 

Shelley is the only modern whose verses uniformly 
appear to be inspired; no other poet of recent 
times is so completely and universally under the 
influence of inspiration. The earliest, the most 
hasty, the least finished, the most unformed of his 
poems have, notwithstanding their manifold defects, 
something superhuman about them. They seem to have 
been breathed, not by mere mortal, but by some god 
or demon. ( 4 63 ) 

That this depiction is part of Hogg's plan to portray Shelley 

as a hopelessly imaginative innocent whose genius consists of 

"infantine simplicity" (63) is clear from the context of this 

7 In this same connection Hogg quotes his own imaginary 
dedication to Shelley I s "Essay on Friendship" (discussed in my 
Eton chapter). Hogg is here viewing himself, or at least 
picturing himself, as having in some way been "neglected" by 
the "odoriferous plant" who required him as a "prop." 

S The word is used in the Greek sense of belonging to a 
being who is half human and half divine but with a hint of the 
more common meaning of "diabolical." 
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quotation. Hogg has just finished depicting Shelley as "a rock 

to which limpets stuck fast" (463) -- a rather odd contrast to 

the parasitical plant of the earlier passage, but Hogg is 

thinking here of Shelley as the victim of parasites who 

tricked him out of his money rather than bing himself a 

parasite unable to support himself financially and otherwise. 

Now he brings in the Platonism motif, used here as elsewhere 

to emphasize Shelley's supposed unworldliness and to counter 

charges of atheism by providing an eminently spiritual and 

imaginative sUbstitute for the Christianity Shelley was known 

to have rejected. Wishing us to see Queen Mab as "eminently, 

excessively spiritual; replete with imaginary, unearthly 

creations" (464), he insists that the poem "is the product of 

a Platonist incontestably" (464). However, as I have shown in 

the previous chapter, Shelley was not a Platonist either at 

Oxford or at the time of writing Queen Mab. In fact the notes 

to this long poem reflect a distaste for Plato and an interest 

in philosophical skepticism. To get around this difficulty, he 

disparages the notes as "weigh[ing] down" and "oppress[ing]" 

the verse, which is not only "specially theistical, full of 

divinity obscurely shadowed forth" but "altogether 

unphilosophical." 

It glows. . . with. . • the absolute, unrestrained 
liberty of thought and speech, often extreme, 
sometimes extravagant, running occasionally even 
into rhapsody. . By verse everything may be 
demanded; to verse everything may be conceded; for 
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the heavenly enthusiasm, the divine rapture of the 
poet, his celestial and preternatural inspiration, 
afford an undeniable excuse, a license for all 
excesses. But prose. . cannot claim the like 
indulgence of interpretation. It was unwise, 
injudicious, imprudent, unfortunate, and injurious 
to have appended notes, so-called philosophical. . 

[T]he violent opinions promulgated in the 
commentary give a meaning to the poem itself which 
does not in reality belong to it. • • • (465) 

The poem, in other words, reflects Shelley's extravagant 

spirituality and wild imagination rather than his actual 

views, and the notes are merely "unoriginal" ideas taken out 

of context with no connection either to the poem or with 

Shelley's own philosophy. In other words, Hogg is denying not 

only Shelley's real beliefs but his intellectuality. In order 

to preserve the myth of the "innocent and imaginative" poet he 

must present Shelley as a mere conduit for the Muses who 

"lived and moved and had his being under the absolute, 

despotical empire of a vivid, fervid fancy," unable at times 

to tell reality from illusion (466).9 

Elsewhere, Shelley is "the poor fellow" -- a phrase which 

appears to have sprouted spontaneously soon after the Oxford 

9 This segment immediately precedes the elephantiasis 
anecdote, one of several "illusions" (or, as Peacock calls 
them, "semi-delusions") which both Hogg and Peacock attribute 
to Shelley. Another is the Tanyrallt episode which Shelley and 
Harriet depict in letters as a near-assassination. Neither 
Hogg nor Peacock was present; both dismiss the incident as the 
product of Shelley's imagination. But in an important (and 
rare) divergence from Hogg, Richard Holmes provides convincing 
evidence that the attack was not the product of the young 
poet's wild imagination. 
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articles were published and which, though not of Hogg' s 

making, reflects the portrait of Shelley as a helpless 

incompetent established by those articles. lO The youth who at 

Oxford had (ostensibly) required Hogg to light a fire for him 

and whose pistols had to be dismantled, again by the sensible 

Hogg, to prevent him from accidentally killing himself and his 

friend now becomes, in the 1858 chapters, so capricious that 

he refuses to take an apartment because he finds the maid's 

nose objectionable (177). He also falls out of his chair in 

the middle of a conference with his father, shrieking with 

laughter at Hogg's whispered comparison of Timothy with "the 

God of the Jews" as depicted by Voltaire (184), rushes around 

wildly with his hands over his ears at the sound of a Scotch 

servant girl's unmusical voice (257), greedily devours a 

honeycomb which Hogg and Harriet view as too pretty to eat 

(259), falls asleep while Hogg dutifully listens to Harriet 

reading her moral tomes (267), and stands in a drizzling rain 

instead of taking his seat with Harriet on a post-chaise and 

has to be "captured" by Hogg (272). The "poor fellow" and 

"Divine Poet" epithets taken together are not so much a mirror 

10 Hogg' s Oxford articles were written before Medwin's 
Athenaeum articles, which are partially shaped by this view, 
as is Medwin's 1847 Life of Shelley, which incorporates the 
articles. The responses by Shelley's Eton contemporaries to 
Medwin's book or even to the reviews are thus indirectly 
influenced by Hogg's articles. 
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of Hogg's mixed feelings about Shelleyll -- certainly not the 

combination of amusement and admiration which Dowden 

attributes to him (Introd. HL xiv) -- as an epitome or emblem 

of the Shelley Hogg has created and wishes the reader to 

believe in. They are tied in with, and perhaps inseparable 

from, the caricature of Shelley, and with the myths of 

restlessness, hypochondria, and demoniacal inspiration which 

supplement the myths of innocence, credulity, awkwardness, and 

ineffectuality previously established in the Oxford chapters. 

The combination of caricature and epithet works in much 

the same way with regard to Harriet shelley's much older 

sister, Eliza Westbrook, denominated by Hogg as "the lovely 

Eliza." Hogg, who followed the newlyweds to Edinburgh and 

accompanied them to York, met Eliza soon afterwards under 

uncomfortable and somewhat mysterious circumstances. 12 In 

contrast to the "Divine Poet" epithet, the irony of which has 

sometimes been overlooked, "the lovely Eliza" is obviously and 

brutally ironic. Hogg claims that Harriet, who had invited her 

11 See my analysis of these feelings in the previous 
chapter. 

12 It is unclear from the evidence available, chiefly 
Shelley's letters to Elizabeth Hitchener and Hogg's own 
unreliable testimony, whether Eliza arrived in York at 
Harriet's request or on her own (and/or her parents') 
initiative. It is certain, however, that Shelley's journey to 
Sussex (a futile attempt to seek funds from his father) led to 
the discovery that Harriet was alone with Hogg. Eliza's 
presence was clearly intended as a deterrent to Hogg's 
advances either before or after the fact. 
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sister to join them for reasons unconnected with his presence, 

led him to expect a great beauty, but the Eliza he describes 

is anything but lovely: 

She was older than I had expected, and she looked 
much older than she was. The lovely face was seamed 
with smallpox, and of a dead white. . as white 
indeed, as a mass of boiled rice, but of a dingy 
hue, like rice boiled in dirty water. The eyes were 
dark, but dull, and without meaning; the hair was 
black and glossy, but coarse .... The fine figure 
was meagre, prim, and constrained. The beauty, the 
grace, and the elegance existed, no doubt, but only 
in the imagination of her partial young sister. 
(276) 

Evidently Hogg wishes us to see the epithet as epitomizing the 

contrast between the ideal Eliza supposedly painted by Harriet 

and the real Eliza as seen by Hogg. But if Hogg did have 

advance notice from Harriet of her sister's coming, it 

certainly was not presented in these terms; he would have 

k~own quite well of her intended function as protector and 

chaperone. Moreover, it is unlikely that Hogg, age nineteen, 

had any unrealistically high hopes regarding the appearance of 

a woman he would have regarded as middle-aged. The caricature 

extends beyond Eliza's physical appearance to her mind and 

character, or rather the absence of either. Hogg's Eliza 

spends the majority of her time brushing her coarse black hair 

and her conversation is limited to remarks on the condition of 

Harriet's nerves and the all-purpose remark, "Gracious 

heavens! What would Miss Warne say?" 
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What little we know of Eliza Westbrook shows that the 

caricature is largely unwarranted. Harriet was genuinely fond 

of her and Shelley's letters written early in their 

acquaintance indicate his gratitude for her kindness (or 

rather, her "condescension"). It appears, however, that Eliza 

also had traits which Hogg could use to advantage in a book 

which "must be amusing." She did control what little money the 

newlyweds managed to acquire Shelley told Elizabeth 

Hitchener that Eliza kept their money hidden "in some hole or 

corner of her dress" (Letters 1:257) -- and perhaps she did 

have a very proper friend named Miss Warne who would have 

found the unconventionality of the Shelley household 

scandalous -- but this portrait is exaggerated beyond the 

extent necessary for comedy. The acidity of the caricature 

(and the accompanying epithet) cannot be explained away as a 

means of preparing the reader for Shelley's later hatred of 

Eliza, which Hogg presents as excessive and "unreasonable" 

(556). Instead it reflects his own active and virulent hatred, 

the undoubted result of her view of him as a would-be seducer 

augmented, perhaps, by her success in thwarting his objective. 

Given the obvious antipathy behind the "lovely Eliza" 

epithet, it is surprising and disturbing that Hogg should 

apply a similar epithet to Harriet. Yet she is presented 

throughout the 1858 Life as "the good Harriet," with the 

implication that this "goodness," like Shelley's "divinity," 
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is somehow both funny and illusory and that, like Eliza's 

"loveliness," it reflects her opinion of herself. To begin 

with, she is "good" in a conventional sense very much at odds 

with "goodness" as defined by the notably unconventional 

"Divine Poet." She spends most of her time reading ethical 

tracts or moralistic novels, often aloud, and takes care that 

Hogg never sees her ankles. But she also shows signs of a 

desire to be a "fine lady, "13 including a complete ignorance 

of housewifery, and sUbmits abjectly to her sister Eliza's 

tyrannical rule -- both signs, perhaps, of domestic trouble to 

come, but treated by Hogg as subjects for comedy. 14 More 

ominously, she discusses suicide as if it were a topic for 

dinner-table conversation. In one brief scene, placed out of 

its chronological context for its thematic relevance, the 

"tranquil," "blooming" girl "scatter[s] dismay amongst a quiet 

party of vegetable-eaters, persons who would not slay a 

shrimp, . by asking whether they did not feel sometimes 

13 Hogg may be hinting at marital troubles to come. In a 
letter to Fanny Godwin (Letters 1:337), Shelley asks Fanny, 
who has evidently made some remark to which he is reacting, 
"How is Harriet a fine lady?" (As the same letter shows, the 
idea is anathema to Shelley, who views Harriet at this time as 
artless and unaffected in both manner and speech.) That 
Harriet did cherish some such hopes despite this charming 
simplicity is indicated by a letter to her friend Mrs. Nugent 
written a few months before Shelley's twenty-first birthday 
(Letters 1:367 n. 3). 

14 Hogg' s ideal woman, or so he wishes us to think, is a 
"handsome" country girl renowned for her abilities as a cook 
(447-448). 
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strongly inclined to kill themselves" (281). The "good 

Harriet" also stands by coldly while a doctor performs eye 

surgery on her infant Ianthe: 

It became necessary to pe:f~rm some surgical 
operation on Ianthe, the eXC1S10n of a tumour, I 
believe. The operation was successfully performed; 
the able surgeon who operated told me he expected 
that the young mother would leave the room; he 
hinted, and finally suggested that she ought to go 
away, saying plainly that it would be too painful 
for her to witness it. But no, she thought proper 
to remain, and the business proceeded. She stood by 
her infant, narrowly observing all that was done, 
and to the astonishment of the operator, and all 
who were present, never betrayed, from first to 
last, any -- the smallest signs of -- emotion. In 
the whole course of his experience he declared he 
never met with such another female; she could have 
no feeling whatever. And he further remarked that a 
person who was able to discourse so calmly, so 
apathetically of suicide, could not possibly feel 
under any circumstances, either for herself or for 
others. (HL 551-552) 

This cruel story follows a lengthy and only partially accurate 

explanation of Hogg's inability to spend as much time as he 

wished with Shelley (his own "bondage to Holborn Court" and 

Shelley's aversion to lawyers and the practice of law being 

the chief reasons presented), but the real reason was probably 

Harriet's aversion to Hogg' s presence in the house,15 an 

associative link with the preceding narrative which is 

15 Harriet's reluctance to see Hogg is evident from a 
portion of a letter which Hogg suppresses (Letters 1:370, HL 
488), from his own admission that Harriet refused to let him 
see her infant, and by his uncouth acknowledgment on the same 
page that he "did not visit the young cock bird in his 
breeding cage" (HL 527). 
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invisible to the reader. Hogg is blaming Harriet for his 

estrangement from Bysshe and her own "heartless" refusal to 

accept the "love" which he still felt for her at this time. 16 

But the story, which at best could be based only on hearsay 

(Hogg never saw the baby, much less the operation) is entirely 

Hogg's invention. So important an event as the surgical 

removal of a tumour would certainly have been mentioned in 

Harriet's letters to Mrs. Nugent. Instead these letters are 

full of the praises of "my sweet babe" or "my beautiful babe," 

with particular emphasis on her beautiful blue eyes. So far 

from concealing her from Hogg's view because "the child had 

some blemish. . . in one of her eyes" and could not bear that 

he should know "that one so nearly connected with herself was 

not perfectly beautiful" (HL 527), she exults in the child's 

beauty: "I wish you could see my sweet babe," she tells Mrs. 

Nugent in a letter of October 11, 1813. "She is so fair, and 

with such blue eyes, that the more I look at her, the more 

beautiful she looks" (Letters 1:378). The blemish in the eye 

is an invented excuse to explain why Hogg never saw the child, 

and the operation is an outgrowth of that invention, a wholly 

fictitious story intended to illustrate Harriet's equally 

fictitious coldness toward a child whom in fact she dearly 

loved. 

16 See the Appendix for a poem to Harriet occasioned by 
Ianthe's birth. 
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This mixture of calumny and comedy resembles Hogg' s 

treatment of Shelley, except that the comedy in Harriet's case 

is more restrained; Hogg's "love" for her, mostly but not 

entirely based on physical attraction and her association with 

Shelley, and his genuine grief for her terrible fate, combine 

wi th his resentment of her for rej ecting his advances and 

refusing to let him see her child. The result is a "good" 

Harriet whose "goodness," like Shelley's "divinity," is 

subject to question. 

Almost certainly this combination of anecdote and epithet 

would have extended to Mary, whose entrance into Shelley's 

life occurs near the end of Hogg's second volume, had Hogg 

been allowed to publish his third and fourth volumes. Though 

Sir Percy's concern for his mother's reputation ought to have 

served as a deterrent to such treatment, we may note that such 

considerations had no bearing on Hogg's portrait of Sir 

Percy's father, "the Divine Poet," nor did a similar concern 

for the feelings of Ianthe Shelley Esdaile prevent Hogg' s 

insinuating caricature of Ianthe's mother Harriet or his more 

savage depiction of Eliza Westbrook, Ianthe's aunt and foster 

mother. Nor would he have been deterred by affection for Mary, 

whom he disliked, as I have shown. Mary's one appearance 

outside the Preface occurs in a provably false anecdote near 

the end of the second volume. Hogg has prepared the way by 

quoting a letter showing Shelley's unhappiness immediately 
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before his affair with Mary began and by mentioning a second 

letter on the subject of the elopement (suppressed at least 

for the moment as inconsistent with his purposes). He then 

presents the often-repeated anecdote of his own first sight of 

Mary: 

I followed [Shelley] through the shop, which was 
the only entrance [to Godwin's house on Skinner 
street], and upstairs. We entered a room on the 
first floor. . In the arc were windows; in one 
radius a fire-place, and in the other a door, and 
shelves with many old books. William Godwin was not 
at home. Bysshe strode about the room, causing the 
crazy floor of the ill-built. • house to shake 
and tremble under his impatient footsteps. He 
appeared to be displeased at not finding the 
fountain of Political Justice. "Where is Godwin?" 
he asked me several times, as if I knew. • • • He 
continued his uneasy promenade; and I stood reading 
the names of old English authors on the backs of 
the venerable volumes, when the door was partially 
and softly opened. A thrilling voice cried 
"Shelley!" A thrilling voice answered "Mary!" And 
he darted out of the room, like an arrow from the 
bow of the far-shooting king. A very young female, 
fair and fair-haired, pale indeed, and with a 
piercing look, wearing a frock of tartan, an 
unusual dress in London at that time, had called 
him out of the room. . . . This was the first time, 
on the day of Lord Cochrane's trial, that I beheld 
[Mary Godwin]. (567) 

Unfortunately for Hogg and for the many scholars who have 

incorporated it into their biographies not only of Shelley but 

of Mary, this story proves that Hogg's realistically detailed 

description and dialogue are no guarantee of the authenticity 

of his anecdotes. Peacock, who does not question the story, 

provides the date of Lord Cochrane's trial, June 8, 1814 

(Memoirs 85), a time when Hogg may well have been in London, 
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but the suppressed letter, dated October 4, 1814, and some 

entries in Mary's journal show that Hogg did not meet Mary at 

this time or in this way. Indeed, he did not even know of 

Shelley's involvement until after Shelley and Mary had 

returned to England after their elopement to Switzerland, and 

he did not meet Mary until November 14, as shown by Shelley's 

entry in Mary's journal for that date. As in the Oxford 

articles, the "realistic" dialogue and detailed description 

are not remembered but invented to add an illusory 

verisimilitude. The "thrilling" voice is merely a variation on 

the long-established motif of Shelley's "excruciating" voice, 

here extended to Mary as an emblem, perhaps, of her spiritual 

kinship to Shelley. The tartan frock is an invented detail 

suggested by Mary's recent return to London from Scotland. The 

description of the room, no doubt authentic, is derived from 

Hogg's later visits to the Godwin home. Even Godwin's absence 

is fabricated, as his journal for June 8 indicates. No great 

harm is caused by this entirely fictitious story, but it does 

conceal the real relations between Hogg and Mary and, perhaps 

more important, conceals Hoggls ignorance of the elopement 

until after the fact as well as the strain in his relationship 

with Shelley which resulted from the desertion of Harriet. 

Whereas the Oxford chapters conceal Hogg's participation 

in Shelley's radical activities and "soften" his own as well 

as Shelley's political and religious views, the narrative 
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portions of the 1858 Life are for the most part intended 

either to disguise his ignorance of Shelley's activities (from 

which he was increasingly excluded by a variety of 

circumstances) 17 or, as Holmes puts it, "to disguise his 

emotional involvement in Shelley's life" (41 n.), a 

euphemistic understatement which presumably includes Hogg's 

penchant for pursuing women and girls affiliated with the 

"Divine Poet." Several entire chapters consist almost solely 

of autobiography, no doubt falsified, with the usual 

rationalization that the flighty poet's life and activities 

can best be understood through comparison with the life and 

activities of a normal and ordinary person. Hogg gives us, for 

instance, the details of a walking tour made during the "short 

vacation" of 1810-11 -- conveniently omitting his reason for 

making the tour in the first place, to visit Field Place 

secretly in the hope of meeting the girl he "loved," Shelley's 

sister Elizabeth. Much later in the book, he amuses his 

audience with tales of the eccentric Boinville circle, with 

17 These circumstances include a forced separation after 
the expulsion, his own conduct in attempting to seduce 
Harriet, his "sour grapes" attitude toward the Irish 
expedition in which he could not participate, and an 
increasing tendency to scoff at views which to some degree he 
still shared, his jealousy of Peacock and other friends of 
Shelley, and his entrapment in the dull routine of legal 
training and practice, which prevented him from freely 
traveling with Shelley. No doubt Hogg is referring to these 
circumstances, some unavoidable and some of his own making, in 
his invented dedication to Shelley's "Essay on Friendship," 
which presents Shelley as "neglecting" his loyal friend. 
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whom he continued to associate even when Shelley was not in 

town. He pretends to scoff, yet by his own confession he tried 

vegetarianism18 and even nudism, the former through the 

influence of "Mrs. N." (Cornelia Newton); the latter, he 

claims, through the influence of Benjamin Franklin (one of 

Shelley's favorite authors in his juvenile period). 

These scenes, however exaggerated and inaccurate, have a 

kind of legitimacy as at least providing us a glimpse of 

Shelley's associates at this period. other scenes, however, 

are mere filler, with only a tangential connection with 

Shelley. In the Keswick chapter, for example, Hogg discusses 

"earth baths and celestial beds" (298) as vaguely connected 

with Shelley's eccentric grandfather, Sir Bysshe, and 

felicitously provides one very valuable contribution, a 

portion of a letter from Coleridge to the minor poet John E. 

Reade, only slightly altered, regarding their mutual view of 

Shelley.~ But the anecdotes relating to Shelley and Harriet 

during this period are either hearsay or invention; Hogg was 

not with the Shelleys or in communication with them during 

18 A letter from Hogg's father, first published in W. s. 
Scott's Athenians, deplores the vegetarianism and the 
influence of female "Shelleyites." Mr. Hogg might have taken 
comfort had he known that Cornelia Newton was a middle-aged, 
happily married woman with four or five children. 

19 The letter is probably copied from a transcript 
provided by Lady Shelley. Hogg either did not know the name of 
the correspondent or suppressed it as unimportant. See my 
paper, "A Pearl before Hogg: Coleridge's Letter on Shelley." 
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this year-long period (December 1811 to December 1812), a fact 

he goes to great lengths to conceal. He "explains" their 

departure as a whim: Shelley's "poetic temperament" cannot 

endure remaining in "unpoetic" York; they must "go at once to 

Keswick" and "remain there 'for ever'." Hogg is "strongly 

urged" to join them, but unwilling to do so in winter even if 

his "professional duties" would allow the journey (283). This 

excuse can only be described as a lie. The real reason, of 

course, is Shelley's distress and agitation over the ignoble 

behavior of his loved and trusted friend, expressed in letters 

to both Hogg and Elizabeth Hitchener. 2o The letters, among 

them the famous "Werter" letter, are, of course, distorted 

almost beyond recognition, and their "tone of vague and 

mysterious despondency" attributed to "disagreeable" 

residences and "inclement weather" (285) and, by implication, 

to Shelley's foolish decision to leave his beloved friend. 

Since after a month the letters disappear altogether, Shelley 

having given up on Hogg's histrionics and stopped writing to 

him, Hogg is again forced to provide an excuse. Fortunately 

for him these letters, like the earlier letters from Rhayader, 

are undated, and the reader need not realize that the eight 

letters cover a period of just over a month. The lack of 

letters from Dublin, Nantgwillt, and Lynmouth, their chief 

W See Letters 1:166-172. 
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places of residence over the next twelve months, is explained 

in various ways, ranging from the plausible but false to the 

purely fanciful. One example will suffice. Harriet's letters, 

"indited most probably in a clearer, calmer, and less 

perturbed spirit" than Shelley's he never received, perhaps 

because they were entrusted to some rural Peter Bell who 

"repaired to the nearest public house" instead of the mail box 

and lit his pipe "with the voluminous epistle" (290). The 

Keswick chapters, except for four letters to Godwin, are 

almost useless from a biographical perspective, as are Hogg's 

accounts of the expeditions to Ireland and Wales. 

Even after his reconciliation with Shelley, when "the 

subj ect of the biography" is allowed sometimes to appear, the 

picture is distorted not only by the emphasis on eccentricity 

(more noticeable than in the Oxford chapters) but by Hogg's 

efforts to depict himself as being on more intimate terms with 

both Shelley and Harriet than was really the case. Whereas 

Shelley is depicted as constantly in a hurry, "treading on his 

nose" and dropping penny buns on the floor as he runs upstairs 

for no apparent purpose, Harriet is depicted as so deficient 

in domestic knowledge that she cannot even order dinner at the 

hotel where she and Bysshe are staying and so obsessed with 

morality that she commands Hogg to sit down and listen while 

she reads aloud to him on that dry subject. 



474 

Whereas the anecdotes (if they deserve the name) of 

Shelley licking sap from larch trees and gobbling down the 

bacon he has just refused to order because it violates his 

vegetarian principles ("So this is bacon!" cries the son of a 

Sussex farmer) are absurd and demeaning but too exaggerated in 

most cases to be taken seriously,21 several of those involving 

Harriet border on character assassination. While it is 

certainly true that Harriet, given her upper middle-class 

upbringing, had hopes of a reconciliation with Shelley's 

family which would allow her and her husband and child to live 

comfortably at their favorite cottage in Nantgwillt and that 

the notorious carriage was certainly bought for her benefit if 

not at her request, Hogg' s picture of her intellectual 

degeneration is cruelly exaggerated. It may be true that she 

insisted on taking Hogg bonnet-shopping, but more probably he 

is borrowing an incident from his later flirtation with Mary 

(another folly to be concealed) which makes Harriet appear to 

21 Two of Hogg's anecdotes of this period can be compared 
with less exaggerated versions. The story of the woman in the 
coach whom Shelley startles by reciting a famous speech from 
Shakespeare's Richard II (IIFor God's sake, let us sit upon the 
ground/ And tell sad stories of the death of kingsll) appears 
in Leigh Hunt's Autobiography, and Shelley's "semi-delusion" 
that he was suffering from elephantiasis in Peacock's Memoirs 
of Shelley. The latter anecdote ties in with Hogg's "ladies 
man" motif, with the" innocent" and "pure" Shelley feeling the 
bare arms and even the breasts of young ladies at a dance as 
their escorts stand by in offended silence (458) . 
Implausibility aside, one wonders how such an anecdote got 
past the victorian censors. (Lady Shelley and Sir Percy 
encountered it for the first time in print.) 
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be materialistic and empty-headed. Such indications as we have 

of the real relationship between Hogg and Harriet at this 

time, for example a brief note from Hogg to Harriet and her 

terse response, show it to be strained; he evidently pursued 

a course of commonplace "gallantry" while she agreed to see 

him only at Shelley's urging (Letters 1: 370). The reading 

aloud (usually if not always in Eliza's presence) was 

undoubtedly a defense against unwanted advances during her 

pregnancy, and her refusal to allow Hogg to see the baby can 

be explained only on the grounds of continuing dislike. 

Certainly Hogg's story that little Ianthe had a blemish in her 

eye which Harriet did not want him to see is untrue, as 

indicated earlier. Ianthe's big blue eyes, inherited from her 

father,22 were a joy to Harriet (Letters 1:378 n. 3), and she 

did not refuse to let Peacock, a newer friend than Hogg, see 

her beautiful baby. The anecdote of Harriet standing coldly as 

a blemish is removed from the child's eye is probably pure 

fiction, an outgrowth of this invented excuse for Hogg's never 

having seen Ianthe, but it is also a means of undermining the 

"good Harriet" epithet: presumably a "good" victorian or pre-

victorian mother would have sobbed hysterically throughout the 

22 Evidently all of Shelley's children inherited his blue 
eyes. Four years later he refers to William and Clara, his 
children by Mary, as "the blue-eyed darlings." 
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operation. (That a woman might be calm and reasonable and yet 

concerned for her baby was evidently incomprehensible.) 

The chief difficulty here is determining what, if 

anything, can be taken as true in the 1858 Life. What of 

Hogg's account of Shelley's unanticipated arrival at his 

chambers after a year of separation? Or the comic anecdote of 

Hogg's being mistaken for Shelley by bailiffs? Or the silly 

but charming anecdote of the Newton children (unnamed by Hogg 

but identifiable from the context) appearing naked on the 

stairs to greet their friend Shelley but fleeing in 

embarrassment from the stranger Hogg? Since Peacock notes that 

many of the persons in Hogg's anecdotes can be identified by 

their ini tials which are, in his view, "for all public 

purposes as well as their names" (Memoirs 20) and he objects 

elsewhere to the prevalence of "literary gossip" in Hogg' s 

book, it may be that he knows or suspects this last story to 

be true, but Peacock, unlike Hogg, was a newcomer to the 

Boinville circle, regarded by them as "a cold scholar," and 

consequently his testimony is of little help here.~ Hogg, in 

contrast, was as eccentric in his own way as the Newtons and 

23 He depicts himself and Harriet as quietly laughing at 
the "crotchets" of these eccentrics, but his acquaintance with 
them was probably limited. Hogg, despite his pose as 
conventional and conservative man of the world, was an inmate 
of this circle (through his friendship with Shelley), though 
he makes it clear that he preferred "Mrs. N." to "Harriet B." 
and does not reveal that they were sisters. 



477 

even allowed them to convert him for a brief time to 

vegetarianism. Unfortunately his pictures of these gatherings 

are of little value, since no philosophical issues are 

discussed and Shelley, when he is present, is depicted either 

as the victim of his imagination or as an irresistible magnet 

to women, who stay up all night conversing with him on 

subjects he is unable to recall the next morning. 

These later chapters are chiefly of interest as 

illustrations of Hogg's novelistic tendencies, especially his 

ability to conceal the loss of intimacy with the Shelleys 

through imaginative reconstructions of scenes tangentially 

related to Shelley. But Hogg's stay in London was interrupted, 

as at Oxford, by the "long vacation," which he invariably 

spent at home in Norton, and Shelley's stay in any particular 

place after the Oxford period was invariably short, and 

Harriet evidently did not want Hogg to visit them at home. Try 

as he might, then, Hogg must have seen less than he wanted to 

of Shelley, whose tendency to break appointments (exaggerated 

by Hogg for comic effect) was a source of aggravation to Hogg, 

incommensurate, in Shelley's view, to the severity of the 

offense. "What can your notes mean[?]" asks Shelley after one 

such incident. "How suspicious you have become[!]" (Letters 

1:375). Again, in similar circumstances, "But indeed you are 

in too great a passion!" (Letters 1:532). Evidently Shelley, 

who had given up sharing his projects or even his most 
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cherished sentiments with Hogg yet still enjoyed his company, 

could not understand Hogg's jealousy of time spent with other 

companions (notably the usurper, Peacock) or Hogg's resentment 

of Shelley's wanderings (always depicted by Hogg as motiveless 

expressions of Shelley's innate "restlessness") , which Hogg is 

unable to share. 24 In all the time between the "desertion" of 

Hogg at York in December 1811 and the elopement with Mary in 

July 1814 (the point at which the 1858 Life leaves off), 

Shelley was in London or the vicinity only about fourteen 

months total, and Hogg was probably out of town for at least 

four of these months. As for letters, Hogg received a total of 

thirteen (counting the elopement letter which he does not 

print) during the entire three-year period of 1812-1814, and 

of these only the first three provide any indication of 

Shelley's ideas and activities.~ This dearth of information, 

24 An examination of the letters as published in Jones 
shows that Hogg had no contact with and no knowledge of 
Shelley between December 1811 and November or December 1812; 
Shelley was in Wales or Ireland between December 1812 and May 
1813; Shelley and Harriet made a brief trip to Scotland 
(accompanied by Peacock) during October and November 1813; and 
Shelley eloped with Mary in July 1814, an event of which Hogg 
knew nothing until October 1814. 

25 After the unsurprising description of himself in the 
first letter as "a very resolved republican. and a 
determined [religious] sceptic" (Letters 1: 335) and some 
remarks on "Buonaparte [sic]" and Hunt's trial for libel in 
the second, Shelley makes one fairly complicated attempt to 
explain his views on Reason and republicanism in the third 
letter (Letters 1:335-6, 345-7, 35--3). Evidently these views 
met with an unsympathetic response from Hoggi the subsequent 
letters are personal notes expressing no philosophical, 
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as opposed to any desire to protect Shelley or even himself 

from the exposure of youthful follies, is largely responsible 

for the abundance of filler in the post-Edinburgh chapters. 

Hogg did, however, have access to Shelley's letters to Hookham 

and to the reminiscences of captain James Kennedy, both of 

which will be discussed later in this chapter. 26 

Hogg's treatment of the "short vacation" from Oxford 

(December 1810 through January 1811) and of the period between 

the expulsion from Oxford and his "desertion" the Shelleys in 

York (March 25 through December 3,1811) is very different, 

primarily because he was either directly involved in the 

events or frequently corresponding with Shelley. Here as in 

the 1832-33 Oxford chapters he is working primarily with his 

own materials or from his own memory and imagination. Not 

surprisingly, the style and technique closely resemble those 

of the original Oxford chapters, the main differences being 

the use of epithets (discussed above) and the insertion of 

letters, most of them heavily altered. Most of these letters 

are arranged in groups by correspondent, usually but not 

religious, or political views. Shelley's notes to Hogg written 
while they were both in London (or Shelley in Bracknell and 
Hogg in London) are relatively free of alteration except for 
the deletion of a remark on Harriet's coldness to Hogg, which 
he omits (HL 488, Letters 1:370). 

26 The only other matter of importance in the post-Keswick 
narrative is Hogg's treatment of Shelley's first important 
poem, Queen Mab, and of his prose pamphlet, A Refutation of 
Deism. (HL 122,360,375,376,463,464,466,502; 539) 
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always in (apparent) chronological orderv and sometimes 

accompanied with misleading commentary. The chief groupings 

are 1) a set of thirteen letters from Shelley to Hogg written 

during the "short vacation" of 1810-11, 2) a set of five 

letters from Timothy Shelley to various correspondents written 

just after the expulsion 3) several sets of heavily altered 

letters from Shelley to Hogg relating to such matters as 

Shelley's post-expulsion adventures, including his elopement 

with Harriet Westbrook, and to the seduction attempt 

(disguised by Hogg) , 5) the letters to Godwin, along with some 

of Godwin's answers, 6) the butchered and misidentified 

letters from Shelley to Hookham, 7) the misplaced and altered 

letter from Shelley to Hunt, 8) the famous "Werter" letter, 

disguised as "the fragment of a novel," 9) two letters from 

"Harriet B." (Mrs. Boinville) and one from "Cornelia N." (Mrs. 

Newton), 10) the scattered letters of Shelley's Grove 

cousins28 to Hellen Shelley and her response to John Grove 

(discussed in the Eton chapter), and 9) the mutilated 

v Many letters are undated or misdated. 

28 The first of two letters from Charles Grove to Hellen 
Shelley is known to be altered to hide Hogg's contribution to 
"The Necessity of Atheism" (See Chapter IV.). However, I am at 
present unable to locate the originals of any of these 
letters. 
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reminiscences of captain Kennedy (originally a "letter" to 

Lady Jane Shelley). 29 

Of the more than sixty letters from Shelley to Hogg 

printed in the Life, most are in some way altered and many are 

severely "garbled," to use Lady Shelley's word (borrowed and 

perpetuated by Dowden). In a few instances, the "garbling" is 

recognizable even in letters for which the original has not 

been found. 3o Among these are the third letter in the Oxford 

section, (dated December 27, 1810)31 in which Hogg is 

obviously playing the pronoun game to disguise his "love" for 

Shelley's sister with the result that biographers and critics 

have exaggerated Shelley's agony over his own lost love, 

Harriet Grove, and the eleventh (dated January 16, 1811), 

which provides the first indication that Shelley has actually 

read Godwin's Political Justice, a reference which, 

a A few letters to and from such miscellaneous 
correspondents as "Williams the Welchman" (John Williams); 
Shelley's Irish friend, John Lawless; and Sir Timothy's lawyer 
William Whitton are also included. 

30 Since some of the original letters which Hogg kept are 
extremely damaging, it seems unlikely that he destroyed the 
missing letters, which are relatively innocuous from his 
perspective. 

31 As previously indicated, the Oxford letters are 
sandwiched, along with narrative and commentary, between two 
sets of original Oxford articles. 
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unfortunately, cannot be verified at this time.32 The December 

27 letter is much more important and much more seriously 

"garbled," although a reasonably accurate version can be 

reconstructed by re-altering the pronouns and eliminating 

suspicious phrases recognizable as such from their resemblance 

to the phrasing of alterations in letters for which the 

original is extant. "Come, I must be severe with myself" (a 

ridiculous phrase of the sort which probably aroused Lady 

Shelley's suspicions) should obviously be, "Come, I must be 

severe wi th you" a position which Hogg' s docile and 

unsophisticated Shelley could hardly take with his mentor. 

similarly, "supposing the object of !!lY affections does not 

regard me, how have you transgressed against its dictates 

[ i. e. the dictates of "delicacy"]; in what have you offended?" 

should read, "Supposing the object of your affections does not 

regard you, how have you transgressed. . . ., in what have you 

offended?" (my italics) .33 Probably, too, the italicized 

phrase should be removed from "no more of sorrow, no more of 

remorse, at what you have said" and in "I touch the string 

which, if vibrated, excites acute pain, but truth, and my real 

32 We do know, however, that Shelley ordered the book from 
Stockdale on November 19, 1810, perhaps at Hogg's suggestion 
or, alternatively, because he wished to share it with Hogg. 

n The pronouns cannot be indiscriminately switched. In 
this instance the two "you' sIt must remain unaltered if the 
sentence is to make sense. 
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feelings, which I wish to give you a clear idea of, overcome 

my resolve never to speak on the subject again." (The sense 

here is that Shelley is causing Hogg pain by discussing 

Elizabeth's indifference to Hogg, not, as Hogg' s al tered 

context indicates, causing himself pain which he wishes to 

reveal to Hogg.) Elsewhere in the letter Hogg makes Shelley 

say, "I dare not [open my heart] even to God, whose mercy is 

great," which makes the young enemy of Christianity sound like 

a conventional Christian,34 and "I do not wish to awaken 

[Elizabeth's] intellect too powerfully," an odd sentiment for 

the budding feminist whose sister was his collaborator in 

original Poetry by victor and Cazire and whom he has been 

attempting to "Deistify" (along with his other sisters and his 

cousin, Harriet Grove). Shelley, who would have been appalled 

by the sentiments expressed in Tennyson's The Princess had he 

lived to read them, may actually have said, "I wish to awaken 

her intellect," but the context suggests another reading. 

Shelley is speaking (in Hogg' s version of the letter) of 

reading Hogg's letters to his sister (who, we are to believe, 

"frequently inquires after [Hogg]"), and the reluctance to 

"awaken her intellect too powerfully" is presented as an 

"apology for not communicating all my speculations to her." 

34 Here as in many of the letters, Hogg has substituted 
"intolerance" for "Christianity" or "Xtiani ty," as Shelley 
usually spells it. 
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(Why he should apologize to HQgg in such circumstances does 

not appear.) However, the original reading was probably 

something like, "I do not wish to awaken her feelings too 

powerfully; this must be my apology for not communicating all 

your sentiments to her. ,,35 Similarly, "I wish you knew 

Elizabeth," which make no sense at the end of a letter about 

Hogg's "love" for Elizabeth, should probably read, "I wish you 

could see Elizabeth," especially since Shelley indicates that 

"if all goes well, my wishes on that score will soon be 

accomplished," a probable reference to the clandestine journey 

to Field Place that Hogg was soon to make, though that fact is 

also disguised by his altered letters. In this instance, 

besides making Shelley sound irrational and incoherent, 

feeling "acute pain" instead of trying to soothe Hogg's pain 

through sound advice, Hogg distorts Shelley's relationship 

with his sister and hides his own "love" for a girl he has 

never met. The relationship between Shelley and Hogg is also 

distorted, not so much by Hogg's attempt to make it appear 

that Shelley is advising himself (with Hogg as confidant) as 

35 Jones indicates in a note that the original letter "has 
not been discovered and checked," adding emphatically, "It 
cannot be too strongly insisted upon that every letter printed 
by Hogg and not corrected from the MS. is under strong 
suspicion." However, Jones confines his corrections to 
pronouns ("your" for "my" and "you" for "me" in certain 
instances) and notes that "the subject of the greater part of 
the letter is Hogg's passion for Elizabeth" (Letters 3:31 n. 
1), but he does not mention the suspicious phrases I have 
italicized. 
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by concealing Shelley's manipulation of Hogg's feelings, 

leading him on only to discourage him, a mischievous 

manipulation revealed in some of the unaltered letters.36 

Of the eleven letters of the same group for which we have 

originals (published both in Jones 1964 Letters of Percy 

Bysshe Shelley and Volume II of Shelley and His circle, 1961), 

it is difficult to say which is most distorted. One fairly 

brief letter, however, will serve as a representative sample 

(Hogg's version is on the left, Cameron's on the right; 

significant alterations are indicated by boldface) :37 

Field Place, 
Dec. 28, 1810 

The encomium of one 
incapable of flattery is 
indeed flattering. Your 
discrimination of that 
chapter is more just than 
the praises which you bestow 
on so unconnected a thing as 
the romance taken 
collectively. I wish you 
very much to publish a tale; 

Dec. 28, 1910 FP 

The encomia of one 
incapable of flattery is 
indeed flattering.-- Your 
discrimination of that 
Chapter is more just than 
the praises which you bestow 
on so unconnected a thing as 
the Romance taken 
collecti vely -- I wish you 
very much to publish Leonora 

36 This manipulation apparently involved the 
attribution of some of Shelley's poetry to Elizabeth, to the 
great confusion of subsequent biographers and critics. The 
letter of January 11, 1811, for example, contains verses which 
Shelley attributes to "Eliza," meaning his sister rather than 
his new acquaintance, Miss Westbrook, but these same verses 
are included as Shelley's own in the Esdaile notebook. 
Moreover, they closely resemble Shelley's poetry of the period 
in style and subject matter but bear no resemblance to the 
only two verses known to be Elizabeth's, the first and second 
poems in the victor and Cazire volume. 

37 I have not indicated the 
cancellations and insertions. 

few insignificant 



send one to a publisher. Oh, 
here we are in the midst of 
all the uncongenial 
jollities of Christmas, when 
you are compelled to 
contribute to the merriment 
of others -- when you are 
compelled to live under the 
severest of all restraints, 
concealment of feelings 
pregnant enough in 
themselves, how terrible is 
your lot! I am learning 
abstraction, but I fear that 
my proficiency will be but 
trifling. I cannot, I dare 
not, speak of myself. Why do 
you still continue to say, 
Do not despond, that you 
must not despair? 

I admit that this 
despair would be 
unauthorized, when it was 
rational to suppose, that at 
some future time mutual 
knowledge would awaken 
reciprocity of feeling. Your 
letter arrived at a moment 
when I could least bear any 
additional excitement of my 
feelings. I have succeeded 
now in calming my mind, but 
at first I knew not how to 
act; indecision and a fear 
of injuring another, by 
complying with what perhaps 
were the real wishes of my 
bosom, distracted me. I do 
not tell you this by way of 
confession of my own state, 
for I believe that I may not 
be sufficiently aware of 
what I feel myself, even to 
own it to myself. Believe 
me, my dear friend, that my 
only ultimate wishes now are 
for your happiness and that 
of my sisters. At present a 
thousand barriers oppose any 
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Have you sent it to 
Robinson? -- Oh here we are 
in the midst of all the 
uncongenial jollities of 
Xmass [sic], when you are 
compelled to contribute to 
the merriment of others. 
When you are compelled to 
live under this -- severest 
of all restraints, 
concealment of feelings 
poignant enough in 
themselves how terrible is 
your lot. I am learning 
Abstraction, but I fear that 
my proficiency will be but 
trifling -- I cannot dare 
not to speak of myself. -
Why do you still continue to 
despond, to say that you 
must despair -- may I ask 
how this despair can be 
authorized, when it is 
rational to suppose that 
some future time mutual 
knowlegde [sic] would awaken 
a reciprocality [sic] of 
feeling -- Your letter to my 
sister arrived in [sic] a 
moment when she could least 
bear any additional 
excitement of feelings; I 
have succeeded now in 
calming her mind, but at 
first she knew not how to 
act, indeccision [sic] & a 
fear of injuring another by 
complying with what perhaps 
were the real wishes of her 
bosom distracted her -- I do 
not tell you this from any 
confession of her own, for I 
believe that she might not 
be sufficiently aware of 
what she felt herself even 
to own it to herself.-
Believe me, my dear friend 
that my only ultimate wishes 
now, are for your happiness 



more intimate connexion, any 
union with another, which, 
although unnatural and 
fettering to a virtuous 
mind, are nevertheless 
unconquerable. 

I will, if possible, 
come to London on Monday, 
certainly some time next 
week. I shall come about six 
o'clock, and will remain 
with you until that time the 
next morning, when I will 
tell you my reasons for 
wishing to return. Adieu. 
Excuse the shortness of 
this, as the servant waits. 
I will write on Sunday. 

Yours most sincerely. 
[unsigned] 

To T.J.H., London. 
(HL 98-99) 
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and that of my sisters. At 
present a thousand barriers 
oppose any more intimate 
connexion, barriers which 
altho [sic] unnatural & 
fettering to the virtuous 
mind, are nevertheless 
unconquerable: -- I will if 
possible come to London on 
Monday, certainly some time 
next week, I shall come 
about 6 o/Clock [and] will 
remain with you until that 
time the next morning when I 
will tell you my reasons for 
wishing to return. Adeu 
[sic]. Excuse the shortness 
of this as the srt waits. I 
will write on Sunday 

Your [sic] most sincerely 
[unsigned] 

T. Jefferson Hogg Esqr 
wills' Coffee House 
Serle Street 
Lincolns Inn Fields 
London (SC 2:676-677) 

Hogg, who evidently had some natural talents as an editor, has 

here cleaned up Shelley's spelling errors (e.g. "knowlegde") 

and even a grammatical error ("encomia" for "encomium"), and 

substituted paragraph breaks for Shelley's dashes, all 

improvements which ought to add to the intelligibility of 

Shelley's hastily written letter.38 Unfortunately, these more 

or less excusable alterations are supplemented (as are the 

corrections to Mary's letters and journal entries in Hogg's 

38 He has also misread a word ("pregnant" for "poignant"), 
in this instance a minor matter. 
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Preface) by others which are less legitimate. The first of 

these, the alteration of "Leonora" to "a tale" and "Send one 

to a publisher" for "Have you sent it to Robinson?" not only 

conceals the fact that Hogg has already written a novel, 

Leonora, which Shelley wishes him to send to Wilkie and 

Robinson (the firm which published Godwin's works and 

therefore might not be deterred by Hogg's radical sentiments) , 

but presents Shelley's wish that his dear friend would write 

and publish "a tale" as a mere wistful fantasy on the part of 

the imaginative young poet. 39 (Hogg also obscures the fact, 

merely by not commenting on it, that the "romance" he so 

highly praises is Shelley's st. Irvvne, which has just "come 

out" [Letters 1:23] and which, at sixty-five, he does not wish 

to admit ever having praised.) 

to 

The change from 

Why do you still continue to despond, to say that 
you must despair -- may I ask how this despair can 
be authorized, when it is rational to suppose that 
some future time mutual knowlegde [sic] would 
awaken a reciprocality [sic] of feeling 

Why do you still continue to say, Do not despond, 
that you must not despair? I admit that this 
despair would be unauthorized, when it was rational 
to suppose, that at some future time mutual 
knowledge would awaken reciprocity of feeling 

39 See F. L. Jones's article, "Shelley's Leonora," which 
despite its misleading title clears up much of the confusion 
caused by Hogg's attempts to conceal his authorship of this 
novel, no copy of which is now known to exist. 
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is slightly more complicated both in terms of motivation and 

effects. Shelley's version, sufficiently incoherent without 

Hogg's tampering but intelligible in the light of a previous 

(unaltered) letter,~ indicates Hogg's insistence upon 

despairing because his "love" for Elizabeth can never be 

requited, a feeling Shelley considers to be illegitimate since 

Elizabeth may come to know Hogg and in time learn to 

reciprocate his feelings, whereas Hogg's version ("garbled" 

indeed) makes it appear that BQgg is telling Shelley not to 

"despond" and Shelley seems to concede that such despair would 

be "unauthorized" by Reason, again on the grounds that "mutual 

knowledge" may bring "reciprocity of feelings," but this hope 

is now Shelley's and the identity of the person whose 

"reciprocity" may be hoped for is unclear. (Shelley, by the 

way, has just said that he "cannot, dare not, speak of 

[him]self," an assertion contradicted by Hogg's mangled 

version of the next sentence.) An earlier letter, even more 

mangled, suggests an as yet unnamed recipient for these 

confused passions (whom the reader with any knowledge of 

Shelley's adolescence assumes to be Harriet Grove), but within 

40 This letter, dated December 23, 1810, attempts to 
convince Hogg that neither his attempts to communicate with 
Elizabeth nor his desire to see her is in any way "criminal" 
but also suggests that Elizabeth may not share Hogg's 
"enthusiastic" temperament (Letters 1:29-30). Hogg's version 
presents Shelley as rationalizing his own futile attempts to 
communicate with an unnamed girl who does not share his 
enthusiasm (HL 95). 
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the letter itself there is nothing to clarify this passage, in 

particular the phrase "that you must not despair," which is 

only half revised. 

Hoggls concealment of his letter to Elizabeth is more 

successful in that the "garbling" does not render the passage 

meaningless. The "pronoun game" reaches a new high (or low) 

here, involving not only Hogg and Shelley but Elizabeth. 

HaggIs identity as the sender of the letter remains unchanged 

but the recipient is changed from Elizabeth to Shelley and her 

confusion and distress at receiving a love letter from a boy 

she has never met41 is transferred to Shelley, whose 

distraction at the receipt of a letter from a male friend, his 

best friend and regular correspondent, strikes the reader as 

more than a little strange. Instead of being the older brother 

who calms his sister and the friend who simultaneously 

comforts and cautions Hogg, he is himself in need, for 

mysterious reasons which appear to relate to a love affair 

wi th liQgg, of comfort and counsel. As for the "thousand 

barriers" which prevent Elizabeth I s union with Hogg (in 

Shelley I S version the "unnatural" and "fettering" restrictions 

of conventional morality), they are still, in Hoggls version, 

"unconquerable," but it is now the "union with another" which 

41 Shelley and Hogg were both eighteen, Elizabeth only 
sixteen -- the fateful age at which both Harriet and Mary 
eloped with Shelley. 
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is "unnatural and fettering to a virtuous mind"; whose union 

with whom and whose virtuous mind are not determinable, though 

the context suggests that Shelley is speaking of his own 

imagined and "unnatural" union with someone other than the 

persons whose happiness he has just wished for, viz. his 

sisters (plural) and his friend (Hogg). 

This letter, confusing and misleading as it is, is far 

from the worst example of Hogg' s unjustifiable tampering, 

which obviously goes beyond mere pronoun-switching or the 

sUbstitution of "bigotry" for "xtianity" and similar 

"softening" of Shelley's radicalism. Hogg is not only hiding 

his authorship of Leonora and his own radical sentiments and 

concealing his "love" for Elizabeth Shelley (acknowledged 

later but treated as his playful humoring of Shelley's whim), 

he is rendering Shelley irrational in the process, not by 

exaggerating Shelley's own undeniable eccentricity but by 

foisting his own eccentricity and instability onto Shelley. As 

Cameron indicates, it is Shelley who advises Hogg to be calm 

and rational in these letters, not vice versa (SC 2:669). 

other brief examples of known tampering may be cited to 

indicate the range of topics and tactics. 42 December 20, 

disguising his own and toning down Shelley's anti-religious 

views: "He [Stockdale] mentioned my [Le. Shelley's] name as 

42 Since these are Shelley's letters to Hogg, "I" refers 
to Shelley and "you" to Hogg in all examples. 
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a supporter of sceptical. principles" (HL 93) for "He 

[stockdale] mentioned your name as a supporter of Deistical 

principles" (Letters 1: 26, italics mine). Same date, 

concealing the existence of his novel, Leonora: "I am disposed 

to offer [my new novel] to Wilkie and Robinson, . . . and to 

take it there myself" (HL 93) for "I would recommend offering 

it [Leonora] to Wilkie & Robinson . . . & to take it there 

yourself" (Letters 1:27). Same date, concealing Stockdale's 

naming of Hogg as Shelley's chief "corrupter": "You can get a 

copy of st. Iryyne . . • by mentioning my name to stockdale; 

you need not state your own, and as names are not now 

[Shelley's italics] inscribed on [people's foreheads], you run 

no risk43 of discovery in person, if it be a crime, or a sin, 

to procure my novel" (HL 94-95, Letters 1: 29, boldface 

addition Hogg' s). December 23, concealing his "love" for 

Elizabeth by merging or fusing it with Shelley's "love" for 

Harriet Grove: "My sister attempted sometimes to plead my 

cause [to Harriet], but unsuccessfully" (HL 96) for "I have 

attempted again to plead your cause but unsuccessfully" 

(Letters 1: 30) .44 January 11, disguising his own character: 

43 Hogg alters Shelley's spelling "risque" to "risk." 

M This particular example is further confused by HaggIs 
attributing the remarks on "your brother's qualities" (for 
"your friend's qualities" to an unspecified "she," so that it 
sounds as if Elizabeth is speaking of someone else's brother 
(HL 96). 
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"talents and attainments, such as you possess" (HL 105) for 

"susceptibilities, such as your own" (Letters 1:41). Same 

letter, concealing Shelley's hostility to Christianity: "He 

[Shelley's father] started at the bare idea of some facts 

generally believed, never having existed" (HL 106) for "He 

started at the bare idea of xt [Christ] never having existed" 

(Letters 1:42). January 1, concealing Shelley's political 

radicalism: "However, I, a brother, must not write treason 

against my sister [Shelley has just stated that Elizabeth is 

human, not divine]" (HL 100) for "I am at treason however" 

(i.e. writing a satirical poem, probably on current affairs, 

Letters 1:34). These alterations obviously resulted in errors 

by subsequent biographers, e.g. the attribution of Leonora to 

Shelley,45 and reinforced the characterizations of Hogg as 

presented in the Oxford chapters. Unlike other groups of 

letters in the Life, this particular set presents no major 

problems in chronology; the one undated letter, though placed 

4S Another instance occurs not in a biography but in 
Ingpen's edition of the Letters. Hogg has altered a passage in 
a letter of January 6 to make it appear that Bysshe feels pain 
upon the receipt of a letter from Hogg and Elizabeth advises 
him to "redirect" it, i.e. return it unopened to the sender, 
Hogg (HL 102). Ingpen notes a suggestion by T. J. Wise that 
the letter contained some painful reference to Harriet Grove 
which the sensitive Shelley was evidently unable to tolerate 
(Ingpen Letters 1:31 n. 2). 
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out of sequence ,46 creates no serious difficulties for 

compilers or biographers. Hogg' s frustrating tendency to refer 

to persons in these letters only by an initial has caused some 

confusion, however. 47 "5." (Stockdale) was easy enough to 

identify because Hogg spells out the name in some of the 

letters and Stockdale's Budget, though rare, was not entirely 

unknown (Richard Garnett, William Michael Rossetti, and Dowden 

all knew about it), but Roger Ingpen and others made incorrect 

guesses or admitted ignorance regarding the identity of "W." 

(Wedgwood), and "L." (short for "Lundi," the Latin word for 

"Monday," which Shelley jokingly used as a pseudonym for the 

publisher Munday). A minor consequence of Hogg's suppression 

of names here and elsewhere is the very inadequate index 

Dowden was able to provide for his 1906 edition of Hogg' s 

Life. 

Further problems arise in relation to the manuscripts 

which Hogg prints in the second of these two chapters. With 

regard to the first, a fragment of The Wandering Jew (HL 122-

46 Even Ingpen recognizes from Hogg's account of his 
walking tour in Chapter V that this letter belongs after, not 
before, those dated January 16 and 17 (Ingpen Letters 1:43-
46). His conjectural date (probably based, like Jones's, on 
Hogg's account of his walking tour) is January 23 (1:46); 
Jones dates it c. January 20 (Letters 1:48), a date confirmed 
by Cameron, whose complicated reasons for limiting the range 
of dates to "January ?19-?21, 1811" are presented in SC 2: 715-
716) . 

47 For a variety of problems caused by Hogg' s tendency 
toward "mystification," see Letters about Shelley, passim. 
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123}, the chief questions concern authorship and origin. For 

whatever reason, Hogg wishes to prove that this composition is 

not a translation of part of a German work, as both Shelley 

and Medwin claim, but Shelley's own wild invention. Disputing 

Shelley's assertion that he (Shelley) picked up the tattered 

fragment of a German poem in Lincoln's Inn Fields, Hogg argues 

that this story is "an integral portion of the fiction" (HL 

121). He adds that "somebody or other .•. declares that he 

found [the fragment] himself. and presented it to 

Shelley," a reference to Medwin's well-known claim that "I, 

not Shelley, picked up the fragment in Lincoln's Inn 

Fields. ,,48 Hogg dismisses this claim with scathing sarcasm: 

"Was not this worthy gentleman also present at Gnossus when 

the tablets of Dictys were brought to light by the 

earthquake?" (122). (He does not mention that the "worthy 

gentleman" also claims to be the co-author.) In pursuing his 

main argument (that the fragment is not a translation), Hogg 

asserts that Shelley did not know German until 1815, when he 

and Hogg began to study it together, and declares that "no 

learned, accurate German" would have given the Wandering Jew 

48 Having just read or reread Medwin's Life of Shelley (as 
indicated by a letter in my Appendix), Hogg was perfectly 
aware of "somebody or other's" identity. This pretense of 
ignorance resembles Hogg's reference to "one Charlotte 
Somebody" in his fallacious account of the Posthumous 
Fragments of Margaret Nicholson, discussed in the previous 
chapter. In this instance Hogg is trying to discredit Medwin 
without drawing attention to his book by naming him. 
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the Persian name of Ahasuerus (his point being that both the 

name and the fragment were invented by the "unlearned," 

"inaccurate," and very youthful Shelley). While Hogg may be 

correct in regarding the Lincoln's Inn Fields story as an 

invention (Shelley did sometimes write fictional prefaces) ,49 

he is wrong in regarding the poem as Shelley's original 

composition (SC 2:654). Cameron's detailed account of the 

controversy (SC 2: 652-659) proves that it is indeed, as 

Shelley and Medwin claim, a translation of a German work, a 

poem by Christian Friedrich Daniel Schubart. 50 Hogg is also 

wrong, as Cameron's collation shows, in arguing that a 

"learned, accurate German" would not have given his Wandering 

Jew a Persian name: "Ahasuerus" is used in all the 

translations, including one made when Shelley was eight or 

nine. 51 The problem arises for Cameron and others when they 

try to reconcile the date of the poem (1809-1810 based on the 

49 The prefaces to the mature works Epipsychidion and 
Julian and Maddalo are notable examples. 

50 William Michael Rossetti discovered a translation of 
the poem which had appeared in an English periodical, The 
German Museum, in 1801. Much later White found a different 
translation of the same work in the January 1809 issue of 
another English periodical, La Belle Assemblee' or Bell's 
Court and Fashionable Magazine (SC 654-655). 

Sl Perhaps Schubart was not "a learned accurate German" 
or perhaps the name "Ahasuerus" is not his invention. In any 
case Cameron's collation of Hogg's text with other versions 
shows that the name, sometimes spelled Ahasverus, appears in 
both English translations (1801 and 1809) and is therefore 
undoubtedly the name used in Schubart's original (SC 2:651). 
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references to it in Shelley's letters) with Hogg's assertion 

that Shelley did not learn German until 1815. If the poem is 

a translation, whose translation is it? And if the translation 

is not Shelley's, why did he claim it as his poem? If it were 

entirely Medwin's, he certainly would have said so rather than 

presenting himself as co-author. This apparent dilemma would 

resolve itself if we could show Hogg's claim that Shelley knew 

no German in 1809-10 as yet another error or falsehood. Since 

Hogg did not know Shelley when Shelley first began working on 

The Wandering Jew and his other arguments in this section are 

erroneous, as I have just shown, it is at least possible that 

he is also wrong here. To deny Medwin's (admittedly confused) 

testimony and ignore Shelley's own implication that he 

translated the work52 simply because !!Qgg states that Shelley 

did not know German in 1810 is to create a difficulty based on 

inadequate evidence. The question of when Shelley learned to 

read German ought at least to be further investigated before 

we regard Hogg's testimony as definitive. 

The difficulty with the second set of manuscripts, a set 

of three poems separated from the Wandering Jew fragment only 

by an 1834 letter from Hogg to a Yarmouth collector, arises 

partly from their arrangement. The commentary preceding the 

II Shelley speaks of the German author's style as 
"forcibly impress[ing] the "extreme sublimity of [his] idea" 
(qtd. se 2:653). 
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Wandering Jew, problematic in itself in relation not only to 

that poem but to Shelley's supposed Platonism (Hogg's rather 

desperate defense against the specter of atheism which might 

arise if the reader sees beyond his alterations and connects 

the previous letter with "The Necessity of Atheism") ,53 says 

nothing of these confusingly grouped verses or of the letter. 

It appears, however, that the first Nicholsonesque poem ("For 

my dagger is bathed in the blood of the brave") was included 

with the letter to Dawson Turner, Esq. as a specimen of "poor 

Shelley's" early work (HL 123).54 Another poem ("Death! where 

is thy victory?") is presented by Hogg as having been written 

at Oxford and never previously published, but whether it was 

also sent to Turner is not clear from this context (HL 124-

125). More confusing still, a third poem ("Cold, cold is the 

blast") is followed by the comment that Bysshe wrote down 

these verses for Hogg at Oxford as a specimen of his sister 

Elizabeth's poetry (126). Although Hogg does not specify a 

writer for the second poem, if it was "written at Oxford" the 

author cannot be Elizabeth and "these verses" must refer only 

to the last poem. But this poem and others attributed to 

53 The letter refers to Locke and praises Hogg' s 
"systematic cudgel for Christianity" (Letters 1:47), which 
Hogg alters to "systematic cudgel for blockheads" (HL 120). 

54 Neither the letter nor the manuscript of these verses 
has been located, but it appears that they were sold at 
auction with Turner's other effects in 1859 (SC 2:644). 
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Elizabeth by Shelley are much closer in style and imagery to 

poems known to have been written by Shelley at this period 

than to the urbane and feminine satire of the two opening 

poems of the Victor and cazire volume, the only two poems 

which can unquestionably be credited to Elizabeth. 55 writers 

overlooking or ignoring Hogg' s attribution of the poem to 

Elizabeth have attributed it to Shelley, but Cameron finds the 

attribution an obstacle (SC 629-631) and concludes from this 

poem and others supposedly written by Elizabeth, "It is clear 

that brother and sister thought alike" (Young Shelley 315 n. 

46) .56 The evidence that Hogg is mistaken in believing the 

poems to be Elizabeth's is not conclusive but the question is 

worth pursuing, especially given Shelley's penchant for 

literary hoaxes. 

Like the commentary which surrounds these controversial 

manuscripts, the narrative which surrounds the altered letters 

in these two chapters is, or ought to be, suspect as having 

been written with the same motives for suppression and 

distortion as the original Oxford chapters which it 

supplements. Indeed portions of these have long been 

55 Since Hogg was probably "hoaxing" Hogg, I will not 
pursue this point; the misinformation, if any, was not 
deliberate on Hogg's part. 

56 Jones declines to collate the original version of one 
such poem with Hogg' s version since the poem is "by Elizabeth" 
(Letters 1:42 n. 5). 
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questioned even by Dowden and other Hogg advocates. The scene 

which opens the fourth chapter, written in the style of the 

1832 articles as if to make it seem part of them, provides an 

inventive explanation of the term "Shelley the Atheist." 

According to Hogg, the "name and office of Atheist" was 

bestowed by the boys at Eton upon some greatly daring boy who 

acted in defiance of the authorities. (Hogg goes so far as to 

"infer" from his "evidence" that the term was used in the 

classical sense of "an opposer and contemner of the gods" 

rather than "one who denies their existence," HL 90). since, 

as Dowden has shown, this explanation is probably imaginary, 

we may safely dismiss Hogg's invented "office" as a protective 

tactic intended to "prove" with doubtful evidence that Shelley 

was never an atheist. 57 Dowden also questions Hogg' s statement 

in the same chapter58 that Shelley's Eton mentor Dr. Lind 

taught the boy to curse King George III, a practice which 

Bysshe by analogy extended to his own father. (Some of Hogg's 

evidence, however, focuses on Sir Bysshe, a more likely 

57 This point might have been proven more effectively 
using Shelley's unaltered correspondence, which shows that 
even after the expulsion he was still a Deist rather than an 
atheist, but Hogg's own atheism would have been exposed in the 
process. 

58 Hogg presents both episodes as stemming from visits to 
Shelley by his Eton schoolfellows, a convenient frame which we 
need not dismiss along with the stories themselves. Other 
evidence, including books given to Shelley by his Eton 
friends, indicates that Hogg was not his only friend. 



501 

candidate for this dubious honor, 91-92.) Dowden, of course, 

shares Hogg's desire to remove the blame from Shelley, whom 

Hogg presents as an innocent dupe, but unlike Hogg, Dowden was 

aware of the Lind family's reaction to the story, which they 

regarded with good reason as a slur on the physician's 

character. It must be noted that Hogg's story, if not his own 

invention, is at best based on hearsay. He was not with 

Shelley at Eton and by his own admission never saw Dr. Lind. 

Moreover, Dr. Lind as court physician was most unlikely to 

have been a closet revolutionary who served the king in public 

and cursed him in private. Probably the story is another of 

Shelley's hoaxes. 

These stories, though they precede the first set of 

letters, have no clear relation to them and are intended, 

probably, as comedy of the 1832 variety. Chapter V begins in 

the same manner, with a story related only by date to the 

letter which ends Chapter IV. Hogg begins with a tirade 

against the short Christmas vacation which forced him to eat 

bad meals alone or spend more than he could afford at a hotel 

in London. The tirade is merely the preamble to a long 

autobiographical digression on his own walking tour to 

Stonehenge, Salisbury, and Winchester. Interesting as it is 

for some readers (e.g. Lady Winifred Scott) on its own 

account, this nine-page account, accurate or otherwise, is of 

little value to Shelley scholars except as an explanation of 
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the first line of the undated letter, the original of which is 

now lost: "You are allover the country" (HL 119). (Evidently 

Hogg was relating his adventures by letter to Shelley.) It 

does not, so far as we know, suppress any important evidence, 

but it does not provide any, ei ther. 59 

other letters from Shelley to Hogg (and the surrounding 

narrative) receive similar treatment. The next batch of just 

three letters appears in Chapter X, immediately preceded by a 

comic account of Hoggls adventures after leaving London for 

Ellesmere. 60 The first letter, dated April 18, 1811, is 

preceded by a brief introduction intended to reinforce the 

roles established in the Oxford chapters. Hogg, the "plain 

man," is "prosaically enjoying life" in Ellesmere while his 

"poor absent friend, as his letters too plainly testify," is 

"paying the penalty of his poetic temperament, and suffering 

severely from the cruel aches and pains of imagination" (HL 

202). But this description does not fit the letters, even as 

"edited" by Hogg. It is Hogg, not Shelley, who complains that 

"the scenery excites mournful ideas" (204); Shelley repeats 

Hoggls phrase only to comment on it. (He does, however, 

59 This account precedes the letters and manuscript 
already discussed. 

60 Probably this autobiographical account is as unreliable 
as the portions devoted to Shelley. As Jones points out, 
Shelleyls letters give a very different impression of Hogg's 
state of mind at this time (Letters 1:68 n. 7). 
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suggest half-seriously that they journey to Snowdon to live 

there together, a suggestion based on Hogg's walking tour of 

the mountains combined with his own and Hogg's ennui.) It is 

also Hogg who has produced "some almost inspired stanzas" 

which Shelley finds among some "transcriptions" and who 

complains of having no one, "not even a peasant, a child of 

nature, a spider" to associate with (205) .61 otherwise the 

letters, despite Shelley's enclosure in the last of some 

rather wild poetry labeled as "a wild effusion of this 

morning" ("Dares the lama [error for llama] "), are 

philosophical and fairly calm even as Hogg prints them, 

concerned with such matters as the negative influence of the 

Christian religion on morality (toned down, of course), and 

the moral superiority of women to men. 62 On a personal level 

he explains his intention to divide his inheritance with his 

mother and sisters, introduces Hogg (and the reader) to his 

new acquaintances, the Westbrook sisters, and laments his 

61 Shelley is again quoting, or perhaps playfully 
expanding on, a complaint in a letter from Hogg. 

62 Some interesting differences between the philosophy of 
the two friends emerge here, unsuppressed by Hogg, who is 
evidently presenting himself in his side of the correspondence 
as a philosophical hermit (HL 205): Hogg says that "millions 
of bad [people] are necessary for the existence of a few 
[persons] pre-eminent in excellence" (206) and that mankind is 
credulous and prone to superstition and therefore must 
continue so (207). Shelley does not dispute the "false notions 
on almost every subject" which Hogg complains of, but he does 
believe that with time and careful analysis this ignorance can 
be overcome. 
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sister's growing conventionality. These letters say nothing on 

the subject of Love in the abstract or of Shelley's feelings 

for Harriet Grove, and Elizabeth is presented only as a victim 

of the conventional morality which has "tainted" her feelings 

and "fettered" her "use of reason" (HL 206), a marked contrast 

to the picture of her in the 1858 Oxford chapters (IV and V) 

as Shelley's advocate and fellow poet. 

Hogg has, however, altered the letters as usual, not to 

conform with his introductory paragraph on the "aches and 

pains of imagination," which he has depicted in the narrative 

portions of Chapters IX and X, but to soften Shelley I s 

religious doubts. Somewhat ingeniously he attempts in a letter 

of April 24, 1811, to present Shelley's disgust with "the 

Galilean" (Christ) as the quoted sentiment of an unnamed 

French author. In Shelley's original letter, this passage 

reads: 

The Galilean is not a favorite of mine. So far from 
owing him any thanks for his favors, I cannot avoid 
confessing that I owe a secret grudge to his 
carpentership[.] the reflecting part of the 
community, that part in whose happiness we have so 
strong an interest, certainly do not require his 
morality which when there is no vice fetters 
virtue. Here we agree -- let this horrid Galilean 
rule the Canaille then. I give them up. I will no 
more mix politics & virtue they are incompatible. 
(Letters 1:66) 

Hoggls version, in contrast, reads: 

"The Galilean is not a favourite of mine," a French 
author writes. The French write audaciously, 
rashly. "So far from owing him any thanks for his 
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favours, I cannot avoid confessing that I owe a 
secret grudge to his carpentership -- charpenterie. 
The reflecting part of the community -- that part 
in whose happiness we philosophers have so strong 
an interest certainly do not require his 
morality, which, where there is no vice, fetters 
virtue. Here we all agree. Let this horrid Galilean 
rule the canaille then! I give them up." And I give 
them up; I will no more mix politics and virtue, 
they are incompatible. (HL 203, major additions and 
alterations in boldface) 

Not only has Hogg presented Shelley's sentiments as a 

quotation from a French philosopher (a device no doubt 

suggested by Shelley's use of canaille) and added as Shelley's 

ostensible opinion the cautionary criticism of the French 

philosophers in general as "rash" and "audacious," he has also 

relegated Shelley's neologism "carpentership" to the status of 

a mere translation of the Frenchman's "charpenterie" (lest the 

reader should how "carpentership" got into the translation 

from the French) and altered Shelley's "we" (meaning Hogg and 

himself) to "we philosophers" in one instance and "we all" in 

another. He has even caused Shelley to echo the philosopher's 

phrase, "I give them up," as if he is not adopting the 

philosopher's "rash" sentiments but merely following his lead 

in "giving up" the "canaille." He does, however, credi t 

Shelley with his own (momentary) intention to forego mixing 

politics with virtue, a sentiment more appropriate to Hogg's 

apolitical Shelley than to the young man who within ten months 

would travel to Ireland to distribute pamphlets to the Irish 
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canaille. Aside from the change in the April 28 letter63 (the 

last in this group) of "my hatred of Xtianity" (Letters 1:71) 

to "my hatred of intolerance" (HL 206), the only other 

important alteration occurs in a discussion of Shelley's 

sister Elizabeth in the same letter. Shelley's original says: 

My sister does not come to Town, nor will she ever 
at least I can see no chance of it. I will not 
deceive you, she is lost, lost to every thing, 
xtianity has tainted her, she talks of God & xt -
I would not venture thus to prophesy without being 
most perfectly convinced in my own mind of the 
truth of what I say. It mav not be irretrievable, 
but yes it is. A young female, who only once, only 
for a short space asserted her claim to an 
unfettered use of reason,M bred up with Xtianity, 
having before her eyes examples of the consequences 
of Atheism,6s or even scepticism, which she must 
now see to lead directly to the former; a mother, 
who is mild and tolerant yet a Xtian, how I ask is 
she [Elizabeth] to be rescued from it's [sic] 
influence. (Letters 1:72) 

Hogg's altered version reads: 

63 A minor dispute has arisen over the date of this 
letter, which Cameron believes should be April 20 (SC 2:757-
758). Jones rejects this "dubious date" and Cameron's 
rearranged chronology, believing that "Hogg' s date [is] 
indicative of a more natural sequence of events" (Letters 1: 71 
n. 1). 

M This statement is sufficient in itself to show that 
Shelley's supposed reluctance to "awaken [Elizabeth's] 
intellect too powerfully," expressed in a letter for which the 
original is lost (HL 97, Letters 1:32), is an alteration or 
interpolation by Hogg, not an expression of Shelley's real 
sentiments. 

6S Besides the expulsion, these consequences include 
alienation from his own family and the loss of Harriet Grove. 
Under these circumstances, Elizabeth's retreat into 
conventional beliefs is hardly to be wondered at. 
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My sister does not come to town, not will she ever, 
at least I can see no chance of it. I will not 
deceive myself; she is lost, lost to everything; 
Intolerance has tainted her -- she talks cant and 
twaddle. I would not venture thus to prophesy 
without being most perfectly convinced in my own 
mind of the truth of what I say. It may not be 
irretrievable; but, yes, it is! A young female, who 
only once, only for a short time, asserted her 
claim to an unfettered use of reason, bred up with 
bigots, having before her eyes examples of the 
consequences of scepticism, or even of philosophy, 
which she must now see to lead directly to the 
former. A mother, who is mild and tolerant, yet 
narrow-minded; how, I ask, is she [Elizabeth] to be 
rescued from its influence? (HL 206) 

These alterations, of the type acknowledged by White and 

Holmes, require little comment. Hogg is obviously downplaying 

Shelley's anti-religious views, treating atheism66 as 

scepticism and labeling Christianity as "bigotry" or 

"intolerance" words which render Shelley's fulminations 

harmless from a victorian standpoint yet reflect his actual 

sentiments (which were also Hogg' s): i. e. "Christian" and 

"bigot" were in their view synonymous terms. The alterations 

also cover up Shelley's primary reason for discussing 

Elizabeth's growing conservatism; he is now trying to 

discourage Hogg' s interest in her. But as yet Hogg has 

indicated this interest only in a much earlier passage which 

66 Shelley was not, in fact, an atheist, but no doubt the 
"Necessity of Atheism" caused this detail to escape the 
attention of his family. Hogg, in any case, was an atheist, 
and the language of Shelley's letters is usually geared to his 
audience. 
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presents his "love" for Elizabeth as a catering to Shelley's 

whim: 

I was to undertake to fall in love with her; if I 
did not, I had no business to visit Field Place, 
and he would never forgive me. I promised to do my 
best; and probably, it would not have been 
difficult to keep my promise, at least in a 
poetical sense, • • for she was one of those young 
ladies who win golden opinions from all their 
acquaintance. (HL 126-127) 

The implication here is that Hogg would have dutifully fallen 

in love if given the opportunity, but that such an opportunity 

did not occur. The letters of December 1810 and January 1811 

as Hogg prints them in Chapter IV present Elizabeth as 

Shelley's friend and advocate, sympathizing in his sorrows and 

unsuccessfully pleading his cause to Harriet Grove. 67 The 

letter of April 28, 1811, in contrast, presents her as 

slipping away from this role as a result of her brother's 

disgrace. In neither case does Hogg's dutiful resolve to fall 

in love with her, much less the frenzied passion into which he 

really worked himself, appear. 

A few remarks may be made in passing regarding the 

narrative which precedes these three more or less isolated 

letters (one of which, as noted earlier, may be misdated). 

After yet another attack on Oxford presented as a personal 

m The idea that she did so persists even among 
biographers who have read the unaltered letters; evidently it 
is a nearly ineradicable portion of the Shelley legend. 



509 

crusade (172-174) and a pretense that the Oxford Tracts might 

have converted his "incomparable friend" to Christianity 

(176), Hogg presents some contradictory accounts of Shelley's 

Grove cousins (sometimes named and sometimes not}68 and throws 

in the brief correspondence of John Grove with Hellen Shelley 

as tangentially related. 69 Some overly detailed conversations 

(ostensibly remembered word for word after forty-seven years) 

continue the tradition established in the New Monthly Magazine 

articles of Shelley as silly and ineffectual. In one anecdote 

he chooses an apartment based on the bunched grapes on the 

wallpaper, asks Hogg (unlike himself a "citizen of the world," 

179) whether grapes "really grow in that manner anywhere," and 

determines to stay there "for ever,,70 (178); in another scene 

Hogg presents himself as informing Bysshe, who recognizes but 

cannot identify the arguments Mr. Shelley is using to convert 

him to orthodoxy, that the arguments are borrowed from Paley 

68 The cousins when unnamed are "mute" or "silent," but 
John Grove (sometimes depicted inconsistently as "John G. ") is 
assigned some interesting speeches which show that he was 
neither taciturn nor humorless. The "mute" cousins are 
consistent with Hogg's view of the Groves, including John, as 
commonplace persons unable to comprehend their "poet cousin" 
(see Appendix) but the portrait of John is surprisingly 
objective. 

69 These letters, as indicated earlier, relate chiefly to 
the Eton period. 

70 "For ever" appears throughout the Life as a comic motif 
contrasted with Shelley's constant movement from place to 
place, which Hogg routinely attributes to "restlessness." 
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(184). Timothy himself is presented as a figure of fun, 

ignorantly calling Paley "Palley" and claiming that he, not 

"Palley," originated these arguments (184). The "epistles of 

the beloved Timothy" (185) are allowed to "speak for 

themselves,,71 as testimony to his "pompous folly" and his 

incapacity to keep his divinely fanciful son within "the well

known ruts and beaten road of civil life" (185).72 Having 

established that Timothy was pompous, headstrong, and 

irritable, the "imperturbable" Mr. Hogg, as Peacock calls him, 

launches forth on a mercifully brief tirade against the 

stupid outrage perpetrated upon [Timothy's] son 
because an innocent and insignificant thesis had 
been propounded for the delectation of lovers of 
logomachy, of logical quirks, and of subtle, 
metaphysical quibbles (189), 

a manifestly inaccurate description of "The Necessity of 

Atheism" which shows Hogg to be as perversely pompous and 

irascible as Shelley's poor beleaguered parent. 

Hogg's omissions are also of some interest. He neglects 

to mention, much less to include, many of Shelley's letters to 

71 Despite this suspicious phrasing, which closely 
resembles that used to introduce the mangled Keswick letters, 
these letters are not significantly altered. 

72 Hogg does concede that Timothy was "the kind master of 
old and attached servants" and that "his surviving children 
[spoke] of him to [that] hour with affection" (185), a sop to 
the Shelley family which makes it appear that he was on 
familiar terms with Shelley's surviving sisters. (As indicated 
elsewhere, he did not meet Hellen and Margaret until the 
manuscript was complete and did not even know that Mary was 
still alive.) 
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persons other than himself, either because he did not have 

access to them or because he did not know of their existence. 

Among the correspondents in this category are Edward Fergus 

Graham, the publishers J. J. Stockdale and John Slatter, and 

William Whitton (Mr. Shelley's solicitor). 73 Much less 

excusably, Hogg deliberately displaces the letter from Shelley 

to Leigh Hunt, which belongs chronologically to the letter less 

expulsion chapter but could easily have been incorporated into 

Chapter IX only slightly out of place had it not contradicted 

his position that Shelley hated newspapers and politics. 74 The 

letter, which opens like the first letter to Godwin with a 

bold yet polite self-introduction, "Permit me though a 

stranger, to offer my sincerest congratulations on the 

occasion of that triumph so highly to be prized by men of 

liberality," a reference to Hunt's recent acquittal on a libel 

charge (Hunt had reprinted an article protesting military 

flogging, Letters 1: 54). Shelley comes immediately to the 

point, his proposal for a "scheme of mutual safety and mutual 

indemnification for men of public spirit and principle." 

Though Hogg describes the letter as a "fanciful and whimsical 

effusion" (379), it is in fact clearly written and well-

argued, with a keen sense of audience, and, as Cameron states, 

73 Hogg prints some letters to some of these persons but 
the correspondence in all cases is far from complete. 

74 See my discussion of this myth in the previous chapter. 
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it shows a "remarkable political acumen" for a boy of eighteen 

(Young Shelley 53). The original of this letter is lost, but 

Hogg's version differs only slightly from the version in 

Jones's Letters, which is that of the Julian edition of 

Shelley's complete works. Hogg has "unacquainted with you 

privately" as compared with "unacquainted privately with you" 

and he omits the second "that" in "thinking that in cases of 

this urgency that etiquette ought not to stand in the way," 

both of which appear to be stylistic improvements on Hogg's 

part, and "national liberty" for "rational liberty," which is 

probably an error in transcription (Letters 54-55, HL 381-

382). Although Hogg states that this "strange epistle" is "in 

Mrs. Shelley's [Le. Mary's] hand" (378) and that he "never 

read it until recently" (380), it seems unlikely that the 

improvements were present in the transcript he received. 

Mary's grammar and spelling were somewhat deficient and Hogg 

made no scruple of correcting them in other letters and 

transcripts that he worked from. In any case, these small 

alterations (with the exception of "national" for "rational") 

make no significant difference in meaning. 

What does make a difference is Hogg's displacement of the 

letter from its proper context and his demeaning commentary. 

The letter could not be placed in the chapters reprinted from 

the original Oxford articles, especiallY since the last and 

most appropriate of these chapters in terms of date and 
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subject matter used the printed text of the New Monthly 

Magazine article as its "manuscript." Even more important from 

Hogg's perspective, the reference to Shelley's intention of 

taking his father's "vacant seat" in Parliament "on attaining 

21 and the practical approach to the problem of censorship 

manifestly contradicted Hogg's picture of an irrational and 

apolitical Shelley. 

That Hogg intentionally removed the letter from its 

Oxford context is apparent from the suppression of Hunt's 

identity in another letter dated May 8, 1811 (two months after 

the letter to Hunt). In the original, Shelley tells Hogg, "A 

few days ago I had a polite note from Mr. Hunt Editor of the 

Examiner to invite me to breakfast" (Letters 1: 7 7). Hogg' s 

version reads, "A few days ago I had a polite note from a man 

of letters, to whom I had been named, to invite me to 

breakfast" (HL 217). He also suppresses a compliment to Hunt, 

whom Shelley describes as a man of cultivated mind, and 

certainly exalted notions" simply by altering "Hunt" to "he." 

Since Hunt was widely known to have regarded Shelley as his 

"friend of friends," it cannot be argued that Hogg was in any 

way protecting Hunt by concealing his identity, especially 

since Hogg also conceals the letter which introduced Shelley 

to Hunt through the phrase "to whom I had been named." The 

Oxford chapters, new and old, completely suppress Shelley's 

interest in and admiration for the crusading journalist, whom 
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he elsewhere refers to as "a brave, a good, & and an 

enlightened man" (Letters 1:353). 

The context of the letter goes beyond suppression, since 

Hunt's identity can no longer be concealed, to open attack on 

the man he had called his friend and the still dearer young 

friend who wrote the letter. Placing himself again in the 

position of mentor, Hogg laments that Shelley did not consult 

him before rashly introducing himself by letter to a stranger: 

My poor friend knew well that it was quite wrong, 
because he never communicated his intentions to 
myself. .; he never told me what he had done, 
being unquestionably ashamed of his precipitancy. 
(HL 380) 

That this statement is very far from the truth is clearly 

shown by Shelley's continuing interest in radical politics, by 

his distribution in Dublin of pamphlets advocating an 

association of the sort proposed in the letter, by his use of 

the same tactic in his first letter to Godwin, and by his 

continuing admiration and later friendship for Hunt. Hogg is 

trying as usual to make Shelley appear flighty and irrational 

and in need of guidance from some stable and sensible person, 

preferably himself. 7S But the insults to Hunt are far more 

stinging. Hunt, unlike Shelley, was alive in 1852 and he had 

thought of Hogg for almost forty years as his friend. But Hogg 

does not acknowledge this friendship or even an acquaintance 

~ The inaccuracy of this self-portrait has already been 
discussed. See my Introduction and the Oxford chapter. 
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with Hunt. He pretends not to know what "the triumph, so 

highly prized by men of liberality" might be (379) and 

dismisses Shelley's concern for Hunt on another occasion 

"excusable earnestness" in a bad cause (376). He refers to 

Hunt (so far named only as "the editor of the Examiner) as a 

"pert journalist [who] had presumed to call a very important 

personage '" a [sic] Adonis of sixty', and had even ventured to 

charge him with being 'fat'" (377). The "personage" in 

question was the Prince Regent, whom Hunt had actually 

referred to as a "corpulent gentleman of fifty." It was not, 

however, for this slight to his appearance but for an attack 

on the Prince Regent's character that Hunt was imprisoned 

(Letters 1:346) .76 Hogg not only misrepresents the charges to 

make the trial and sentence appear to be "a paltry, pitiful 

affair" but contends that "there was nothing in the 

transaction to cause. . . a virtuous indignation to boil over" 

(378). The reference is to a previously quoted excerpt from a 

letter to Hookham (whom Hogg does not name): "I am boiling 

with indignation at the horrible injustice and tyranny of the 

sentence pronounced on [Hunt]" (376). The "sensitive, 

imaginative young poet" has allowed his "fancy" to "run riot" 

in imagining that the people of England owe Hunt, "the 

76 The Prince was charged with being "a violator of his 
word, a libertine overhead and ears in debt, a despiser of 
domestic ties [and] the companion of gamblers and demireps" 
(Letters 1:346 n. 2). 
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champion of their liberties and virtues," a "great debt of 

obligation"; Hunt was merely trying to "sell his journal, 

divert his readers, and please the political adventurers of 

his own party" (378). 

Hogg has arrived at this false and indefensible position 

by means of mistreating another batch of letters, those from 

Shelley to the publisher Thomas Hookham. In marked contrast to 

the letters to Godwin, which are printed, virtually unaltered, 

in chronological order along with some of Godwin's responses, 

the letters to Hookham are printed only in scattered extracts 

in no identifiable order and the correspondent is never named. 

Hogg mentions that he has in his possession77 two letters 

written by Shelley from Lynmouth to "a person in London, who 

was possibly an acquaintance of his wife's family, but not, I 

believe, of himself at that time" (359). These letters do not, 

Hogg remarks condescendingly, "furnish any picture of 

[Shelley's] mode of life, and are not, therefore, of any 

particular interest" (359). Nevertheless he extracts from the 

first of these, dated July 29, 1812 a reference to some works 

Shelley is writing or contemplating and a list of books 

(including Mary Wollstonecraft's Vindication of the Rights of 

Woman). The second, dated August 18 and identified as being 

77 The Hookham letters are among the materials lent to 
Hogg by Lady Shelley, to whom Hookham had evidently donated 
them. 
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written "to the same person," actually mentions a book which 

the apolitical Shelley has "procured" on "the actual state of 

republicanized Ireland" (359).78 Hogg criticizes Shelley's 

statement that the two pamphlets he is enclosing had been 

"printed and distributed in Ireland [because] no publisher 

[dared] to publish them" (359-360). "It would have been more 

correct and candid," says Hogg, an expert on the subject, "to 

have said, that the pamphlets had no success in Dublin" (360). 

This statement is not entirely correct, as D. F. MacCarthy has 

shown; Hogg was neither with Shelley in Ireland nor receiving 

letters from him at that time, and he was never fully restored 

to Shelley's confidence. 

The portion of the first letter suppressed by Hogg refers 

to twenty-five copies of Shelley's Letter to Lord Ellenborough 

and indicates that he has changed his plan of finding a 

publisher for the pamphlet, having decided instead on 

"gratuitous distribution" to prevent "draw[ing] upon anyone 

the indignation of bigotry and despotism" (Letters 1:319). The 

second extract contains one interesting change, obviously 

intended to tone down Shelley's radicalism: "the iron-souled 

Attorney general" becomes "an iron-souled prosecutor." Hogg 

omits Shelley's expression of gratitude to Hookham for his 

good advice as well as a longer segment on Peacock's poem, The 

78 Shelley had left Ireland in March or April and had 
arrived in Lynmouth by way of Wales. 
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Genius of the Thames. (Shelley, who had not yet met Peacock, 

criticizes his future friend's views but praises his genius. 

Neither topic, it appears, is "of any particular interest," at 

least from Hogg' s perspecti ve. ) After another "necessary" 

autobiographical digression (at the end of which Bysshe, 

looking "wild, intellectual, and unearthly," unexpectedlY 

descends 79 upon Hogg in his chambers, 367), Hogg returns to 

his unacknowledged extracts from Hookham. In this instance he 

refers to the date of the letter (December 3, 1812) as showing 

that Shelley was at that time living in Tanyrallt. He then 

misquotes the letter in much the same way as he misquotes his 

own -- indeed it was probably this letter which gave rise in 

Lady Shelley's mind to the suspicion that Hogg had also 

altered the letters to himself. Peacock and his poem are 

mentioned in the guise of "your friend" and "the verses which 

I have lately read," Peacock is presented as a "sceptic" 

rather than an "atheist," and Shelley's reference to himself 

as "an infidel & a democrat" becomes simply "a democrat." Even 

"your counter" becomes "any tradesman's counter," as if to 

expunge even this small trace of Hookham's identity (HL 372, 

Letters 1:333-334). Shelley's letter to Hookham of December 

79 Hogg's language here reflects his mixed feelings about 
Hogg in much the same way as the "demoniacal" passage in his 
discussion of Queen Mab: Shelley looks "like a spirit that had 
just descended from the sky; like a demon risen at that moment 
out of the ground" (367). 



519 

17, 1812, is identified only as "another letter from 

Tanyrallt" (HL 373). A paragraph requesting "anti-Christian" 

works and another on Shelley's "Biblical Extracts" are 

suppressed and his intention of requesting Hookham's 

"judgment" of his forthcoming of minor poems "as a publisher 

and a friend" becomes "I shall request the judgment both of a 

publisher and a friend," a revision which robs Hookham of both 

identities. Hogg omits the last sentence, "[Mrs. Shelley] 

unites with her sister & myself in best wishes to yourself & 

brother," again robbing Hookham of his identity as Shelley's 

friend (HL 372-373, Letters 1:340-341). Hogg lists some but 

not all of the ordered books in this and other letters, a 

seemingly trivial omission but in fact a very important one 

for critics and other readers interested in the development of 

Shelley's thought. 

In the January 2, 1813, letter, which the reader now 

assumes to be addressed to the same mysterious correspondent, 

Hogg makes one odd blunder, omitting the word "little" from 

"My poems will[,] I fear[,] little stand the criticism even of 

friendship," thereby making nonsense of the sentence (Letters 

1:348, HL 375). Shelley's reference to his poems as "all 

breathing hatred to government & religion" is predictably 

softened to "breathing hatred of despotism and bigotry," 

hardly a radical sentiment. "I doubt not but your friendly 

hand will clip my Pegasus considerably" becomes " . some 
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friendly hand will clip ••• "; Shelley's "warmest thanks for 

[Hookham's] kindness respecting the money affair" are, to use 

Lady Shelley's word, "erased" from the letter along with the 

"best wishes" to Hookham and his brother, and his "hope [of 

seeing] Hookham here early in the spring" (Shelley's italics) 

is transmuted into a general hope of seeing "some of our 

friends" (Letters 1: 374-375, HL 348). The January 26 letter is 

mutilated for no apparent reason, with the first sentence, "I 

answer your letter hastily, by return of Post because I am 

provoked at the stupidity of the people who were to send the 

box," and the postscript, "The thermometer is 12 degrees below 

freezing -- This is Russian cold" (Letters 1:350), transposed 

into "The thermometer is twelve degrees below freezing; this 

is Russian cold! I am provoked by the stupidity of the people 

who were to send the box, etc., etc. [sic]" ( HL 350). Hogg' s 

acid comment, "But on the inconveniences of a residence in the 

wilderness it is needless to expatiate" implies that the 

remainder of the letter deals with this topic when in fact it 

relates as usual to books being ordered and works being 

written. Another extract, "I certainly wish to have all Kant's 

works. My question concerning the Encyclopedie was more of 

curiosity than want," is followed by another acerbic remark, 

"This kind of curiosity may be easily gratified in London, but 

not at Tremadoc," which implies that the correspondent is not 
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a London publisher but a Welsh countryman. The alteration in 

the next excerpt is easier to explain: 

becomes 

The notes to Q[een] M[ab] will be long & 
philosophical. I shall take that opportunity which 
I judge to be a safe one of propagating my 
principles, which I decline to do syllogistically 
in a poem (Letters 1:350) 

The notes to Queen Mab will be long and 
philosophical. I shall take that opportunity, which 
I judge to be a safe one, of submitting for public 
discussion principles of reformation, which I 
decline to do syllogistically in the poem. (HL 
375) 

Perhaps Hogg believes that he is describing Shelley's 

intention more accurately than the poet did -- certainly this 

view of Queen Mab is consistent with Hogg's criticism of the 

poem and the notes quoted earlier -- but it is also consistent 

with Hogg's wish to depict the "son of fancy" as having no 

fixed principles, arguing for the sake of argument and 

spouting skeptical doctrines incompatible with the Platonism 

Hogg insists upon attributing to him. As before, Shelley's 

hope of seeing Hookham and his brother is suppressed. 

A brief note, the original of which is "a slip, 2 1/2 x 

7 inches, with writing on both sides" (Letters 1:349 n. 1) is 

dated by Hogg as February 19, apparently on the assumption 

that it was a postscript to the unrelated letter on Hunt's 

trial (which is postmarked February 19, 1:349 n. 1). The note, 

though complete in itself, is quoted by itself as an 



522 

"extract." Hookham is requested to "collect all possible 

documents on the Precession of the Equinoxes" in the hope that 

these works will help Shelley determine whether the earth's 

tilting on its axis is "yearly becoming less oblique." This 

abstruse matter relates to the imagery in Queen Mab, the idea 

being that if the earth were not tilted, it would not have 

seasons (a manifestation of mutability) and therefore would 

provide a more suitable environment for perfected humanity. 

Hogg, however, says nothing of this relationship, instead 

remarking that "the astronomical affair and the extensive 

commission to which it gave occasion, would certainly puzzle 

the brains of a correspondent as far advanced in astronomy as 

a Carnarvonshire squire" (376). Though literally true, this 

deliberately misleading assertion again obscures Hookham' s 

identity and profession and makes Shelley appear to be lacking 

in common sense. 

Hogg presents the fragment as "continued" with what is in 

fact the sixth paragraph of the Hunt letter, a separate 

document but tangentially related in that it deals with Queen 

Mab. Hogg changes "you will receive" to "it [the poem] will be 

received" and "if you could get me a few months' credit" to 

"if I could get a few months' credit," but these alterations, 

and even more the change from "How long will the Poems be 

printing after you receive them?" to "How long will the poems 

be printing after they are received?", are not sufficient to 
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make this extract a suitable communication to a Carnarvonshire 

squire. From here the discussion turns to the "excusable 

earnestness" of the first part of the letter and the attack on 

Hunt already discussed. 80 

Just why Hogg would distort Hookham's letters in this 

way, at the same time disguising his identity and even his 

profession, is unclear, but since he also submerges Peacock 

and abuses Hunt when he cannot conceal him, it appears that 

part of his motive is simple jealousy. These people must not 

be given credit for being Shelley' s friends. In Hookham IS 

case, the problem is compounded by the time frame; i . e. 

Hookham's letters were received for the most part when Hogg 

had been pushed out of Shelley's life. Moreover, though Hogg 

pretends that he received an account of the assassination 

attempt at Tanyrallt very similar to that sent to Hookham but 

which he is now unable to locate (388), 81 it was to Hookham, 

not to Hogg, that Shelley turned during this crisis. 82 The 

letters relating to the attack are presented in chronological 

order, but some are significantly altered. The references to 

80 Portions of this letter, chiefly those complimentary to 
Hunt, are omitted rather than altered or undermined like those 
already discussed. 

81 Hog even claims that his "bore an earlier date" (391). 

82 Hogg's motive in presenting the attack as an illusion 
may be prompted by this motive as well as by the more obvious 
motive of maintaining his image of an unstable, overly 
imaginative Shelley. 
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Shelley's gratitude for Hookham's compassion (and the more 

concrete aid of twenty pounds) are for the most part omitted 

as are all references which would identify Hookham as a 

publisher. Hookham is designated as "H. T. " , one of many 

instances of disguising the recipient by reversing his 

ini tials, 83 and Shelley's greeting in the letter of March 6, 

"My dear Friend" (Letters 1:358), is altered to the cold and 

impersonal "Dear Sir" (HL 391). Hogg provides no indication 

that "H.T." is identical with both "the person in London" and 

the "Carnarvonshire squire." In one instance he borrows 

elements from two different letters, a less complicated 

version of the tactic used in his Preface to create an 

imaginary biographical fragment: 

Dear Sir, 
Harriet related to you the mysterious events which 
caused our departure from Tanyrallt. I was at that 
time so nervous and unsettled as to be incapable of 
the task. By your kindness we are relieved from all 
pecuniary difficulties. We only wanted a little 
breathing time, which the rapidi ty of our 
persecutions was unwilling to allow. I will readily 
repay the twenty pounds when I hear from my 
correspondent in London. 

Yours faithfully, 
Percy B. Shelley 

83 It has been suggested that because Hookham's initials 
resemble Hogg's (T.H. and T.J.H.), Hogg's reversal of the 
initials was necessary to distinguish between the two 
correspondents. However, Hogg uses this tactic when the 
possibility of identification is remote and no similarity in 
initials is involved. Moreover, he resorts to other methods of 
concealing Hookham's identity in other sections of the Life, 
and Hookham would suffer no calumny as the result of his 
discovered identity. 
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The first two sentences of this manufactured note are from an 

undated letter written long enough after the assassination 

attempt for Shelley to be chiefly concerned with Queen Mab 

(Letters 1:360-361), while the last three sentences are from 

the postscript of a letter written on March 6, only about a 

week after the event, in which Shelley's chief concern is the 

expression of his gratitude. Hogg allows Shelley a calm thank 

you for the twenty pounds, but he omits the "gratitude 

surprise & pleasure" which Shelley felt for Hookham's 

"disinterested & unhesitating confidence," which "made amends 

to our feelings wounded by the suspicion coldness & villainy 

of the world," Le. the villainy of the would-be assassin and 

the cold suspicion of the people of Tanyrallt (Letters 1:358-

359) • 

At this point the chapter degenerates into a comic/ ironic 

attempt to render the story absurd, a product, though he does 

not say so, of the "Divine Poet's" overly active imaginative. 

since the matter has been satisfactorily dealt with, from my 

perspective, by Richard Holmes, I will note only that logic 

plays no part in Hogg's account. The threat to "ravish" Eliza 

Westbrook he regards as her invention; the Welsh are on the 

one hand stolid stocking-knitters who care nothing about 

pamphlets on Irish Emancipation and on the other the 

"countrymen of Talliesin" who could not possibly "persecute 

and expel from their land of poesy and song the special pet 
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and favourite of the Aonian maids; and, most telling of all, 

"neither Hogg nor Harriet ever spoke to [!!Qgg] of the 

assassination [attempt]": how, then, could it possibly be 

true? Amid these fanciful speculations by the sensible Hogg, 

"plain man" and "ordinary every-day person" par excellance, is 

a provably false depiction of the Shelley's Irish servant, 

Daniel Healey, whom Hogg assumes to be implicated in some way 

in the event. Dan, he says wi th heavy irony, was "an 

emancipator and a philanthropist" who had been arrested for 

"posting ... printed papers" with the name of the printer, 

and Bysshe had compassionately but unwisely II [taken] the 

released bill-sticker into his service" (392). This story 

inverts or subverts the facts: the "bills" he was arrested for 

"sticking" were Shelley's polemical pamphlets. This story 

combines ironic caricature, a favorite tactic in the narrative 

portions of the Life with role-reversal, a favorite tactic in 

the altered letters. The letters to Hookham which it 

illustrates cease just before this point; one last Hookham 

letter belongs to the period covered in the published volumes 

of the Life but does not appear in them; no doubt Hogg did not 

find it "of any particular interest." 

Another very long series of letters, this one consisting 

entirely of letters to Hogg from an earlier period, is almost 

as frustratingly arranged as the Hookham group despite being 
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virtually uninterrupted by commentary. 84 Neither the 

autobiographical digression which opens the chapter nor the 

one brief comment on the practice of franking letters provides 

any aid in understanding these letters, which are left, like 

the "epistles of Timothy," to speak for themselves. The 

scholar who attempts to collate these letters with their 

counterparts in Jones's Letters or Shelley and His Circle 

quickly discovers that Hogg's organization is only apparently 

chronological, or chronological only in places. Ten of the 

twenty-six letters are left undated or headed by the bracketed 

label, "no date." The badly mutilated first letter, dated 

April 26, 1811, is out of sequence if Hogg's date of April 28 

for the last letter in the previous group is correct. 8S This 

promising beginning is followed by more muddles of the same 

sort. A letter marked by Hogg as being postmarked May 2 is in 

fact postmarked May 8, the same date as another letter 

84 Another set of letters from this period is 
conspicuously absent. Shelley's correspondence with Elizabeth 
Hitchener, which provides solid evidence against the 
authenticity of Hogg's York, Edinburgh, and Keswick accounts, 
would have required extensive alteration to conform with the 
story as told by Hogg. Had Lady Shelley known of these 
letters, it is most unlikely that she would have lent them to 
Hogg or chosen him as her official biographer. 

8S Since this letter is addressed to Hogg in Ellesmere and 
the "April 28" letter is addressed to him in York, Cameron is 
probably correct in his conjecture that the correct date is 
April 20. otherwise we have Hogg in Ellesmere on April 18 and 
24, in York on April 26, back in Ellesmere on April 28, and 
again in York, this time to stay, on April 29. 
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correctly dated by Hogg but written earlier in the day so that 

it should precede, not follow, the letter misdated May 2. 86 

Worse, the letter of May 9 which should follow these two 

appears far out of its proper sequence, having been misdated 

by Hogg as August 9. 87 Worse still, after another misdating of 

May 17 for May 12, again resulting in letters out of their 

proper sequence, Hogg inserts a group of six undated letters, 

all written from CWm Elan in July or early August according to 

Jones's calculations, between two correctly dated letters of 

May 21 and May 26. The arrangement within this group is 

entirely haphazard, the sequence using Jones's conjectural 

dates being ?July 25, ?July 15, ?July 10, ?July 22, ?August 3, 

and ?July 28, after which, as previously indicated, the May 26 

sequence resumes. But it, too, is out of kilter, with an 

undated letter probably written in mid-August placed between 

letters of June 2 and ?June 19, another probably written in 

April following that of ?June 19, a letter of May 31 

inexplicably dated July 1 and another of June 4 dated by Hogg 

86 Jones provides the sensible explanation that one letter 
was written before, the other after, Shelley received a letter 
from Hogg in that day's mail (Letters 1:78 n. 1). 

n Hogg may well have misread the postmark, as Cameron 
suggests (SC 2:782) but the arguments against marriage which 
form the chief subj ect matter may have misled Hogg into 
thinking that it belonged to the period just before Shelley's 
elopement with Harriet. (At this point the arguments, which 
also appear in the second May 8 letter, are largely 
theoretical. ) 
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as July 4. Some of these errors, notably the last, result from 

misread postmarks. The CWm Elan letters present a more 

complicated problem; all are postmarked "Rhayader" and a few 

contain the return address "Cwm Elan, Rhayader, Radnorshire" 

but none provides a date even in the postmark. 88 We know from 

other sources, however, approximately when and how long 

Shelley stayed at Cwm Elan (his cousin Thomas Grove's estate 

near Rhayader) ,89 and Hogg's placement of the letters between 

May 21 and May 26 (six letters in a four-day span) is very 

wide of the mark. Some of the blame, of course, falls on 

Shelley for not dating his letters, and even the Rhayader post 

office can be faulted for omitting dates from its postmarks to 

the consternation of scholars 180 years later. Hogg himself 

explains that only letters passing through the London post 

office bore a dated postmark, (HL 246). Nevertheless Hogg 

might have made some effort, based on internal evidence, to 

place the letters in a logical sequence -- the brief note 

beginning "I am just arrived," HL 225, should obviously have 

been placed first, not third, in the sequence and he must 

have known also that Shelley's elopement occurred immediately 

88 Two of the letters are lost, but as the originals of 
the extant letters are, as Hogg indicates, undated and 
postmarked only "Rhayader," we may safely assume that the two 
lost letters follow this pattern. 

89 As Jones indicates, his dates differ slightly from 
those provided by Cameron in sc 2: 830-838, but these 
differences are not significant (Letters 1:117 n. 2). 
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after his departure from CWm Elan and that the departure must 

therefore have occurred in early August, not in May. 

Significantly, however, the Rhayader letters interrupt the 

sequence between May 21 and May 26, just at the point when 

Hogg's passion for Elizabeth Shelley was reaching fever pitch; 

his letter to Elizabeth (discussed above) is dated May 25.~ 

Whether the concealment of this passion was Hogg' s sole 

consideration in placing the Rhayader letters outside their 

proper place in the sequence is not clear, but the result (in 

addition to this desired effect) is a distortion of Shelley's 

movements during the period between his expulsion and his 

marriage. On the 21st he is at Field Place, Sussex, planning 

to leave for an unnamed destination; the next six letters 

place him in Wales; and on the 26th he is again in Sussex, 

this time at Cuckfield, the home of his uncle, captain 

pilfold. Rapid as Shelley's movements were, he could hardly 

have made such a journey in the time available. Shelley's 

relationship with his future bride is also distorted, with 

Shelley dismissing Hogg' s jokes on his love for Harriet 

Westbrook in one letter, making frenzied plans for elopement 

in the next, only to return, in the last Rhayader letter, to 

what appears to be his irrational despair over Harriet Grove 

90 See the Appendix for this letter and another, probably 
written in July, to Bysshe and Elizabeth's mother. 
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but is in fact a very rational attempt to dissuade Hogg from 

"loving" Shelley's sister Elizabeth. 

The text of the letters is, of course, distorted to the 

same end, as an extract from this same letter will 

illustrate. 91 Hogg's version is on the left and Shelley's on 

the right, with significant alterations in boldface. 

I have had no cause to alter 
my opinion; I do not think 
that I am at liberty to 
entertain any hopes. I 
suppose, whilst York Minster 
exists, that you will 
indulge them yourself on my 
account. . . . 

{[I]t was Elizabeth's 
poetry that first so 
strongly attracted my 
attention, charmed, and, as 
you were pleased to say, 
bewitched me; and which you 
admired, unless you were 
influenced by the vague, 
unconnected, prejudiced 
praises with which .! would 
at times speak of 
Elizabeth.} 

For the rest, it is now 
far from being my wish that 
you should think more of the 
past. I foresee that all 
regrets cherished on that 
head will end in aggravating 
disappointment; I do not say 
despair, for I have too good 
an opinion of my firmness to 
suppose that I would yield 
to despair. Besides, 

I have had no cause to alter 
my opinion. I do not think 
that I am at liberty to give 
you any hopes. I suppose 
whilst Warnham Church exists 
that you will take them for 
yourself.--

[Passage in curly brackets 
removed from its context and 
placed here by Hogg] 

It is now far from being mY 
wish that you should think 
more of Eliza.-- I for[e]see 
that all hopes encouraged in 
that quarter will end in 
dissapointment [sic]. I do 
not say despair for I have 
too good an opinion of your 
firmness to suppose that you 
would yield to despair. 

91 Jones conjecturally dates this letter as July 28 
(1:128) while Cameron suggests July 21 (SC 2:846). The earlier 
date (Cameron's) seems preferable given the absence of 
specific references to Harriet Westbrook. 



wherefore should I love her? 
A disinterested appreciation 
of what is in itself 
excellent; this is good, if 
it is so -- but what I felt 
was a passion. It was, I 
suppose, involuntary: 
passion can evidently be 
neither disinterested, nor 
its opposite. Is it not, 
then the business of reason 
to conquer passion, 
particularly when I received 
all the evidences of her 
loveliness from the latter, 
and none from the former. 
Ouqht I not to doubt the 
worthiness of what depends 
on the mere impulses of the 
latter, for what could 
reason have to do with it 
any more than with peeping 
at a lady through a window. 
I do not know, on 
considering, however, if the 
lover would not display more 
reason then than at any 
other period of his passion, 
since for QTIQg he consented 
to refer to the evidence of 
his senses. 

Let me hope that 
I shall be dispassionate; I 
did execrate my existence 
once, when I first 
discovered that there was no 
chance of our being united. 
To enjoy your society and 
that of my sister has now 
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Besides wherefore should you 
love her? A disinterested 
appreciation of what is in 
itself excellent. this is 
good if it is so, but what 
you feel is a passion it is 
I suppose involuntary. 
passion can evidently be 
neither interested [n]or its 
opposite. Is it not then the 
business of reason to 
conquer passion, 
particularly when you 
receive all the evidence of 
her loveliness from the 
latter, & none from the 
former. -- Ought you not to 
doubt the worthiness of what 
depends on the mere impulses 
of the latter, for what 
could reason have to do with 
peeping in at Warnham 
Church[?] 

I don't know on considering 
however, if you did not 
display more reason then 
than at any other period of 
your passion, since for once 
you consented to refer to 
the evidence of your 
senses. -- . { [ I ] twas 
E[lizabeth]'s poetry that 
first attracted your 
attention, charmed, & now 
bas bewitched you!-- unless 
you were influenced by the 
vague unconnected prejudiced 
praises with which 1. would 
at times speak of 
E[lizabeth][.]} let me hope 
that you will be 
dispassionate. 

Your happiness and that of 
my sister has [sic] now for 
some months been my aim, do 



for some months been my aim. 

She is not what she was; you 
continue the same, and ever 
may you be so!. 
(HL 229-230, italics in HL) 
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not execrate when I say that 
now I see no chance of their 
being united. -- She is not 
what she was -- you continue 
the same; and ever may you 
be so ••.• (Letters 1:128-
129, italics and errors in 
original) 

Hogg's motive of concealing his passion for Elizabeth has led 

him to go far beyond the "game" of altering pronouns which 

Sylva Norman, N.l. White, Richard Holmes (and almost everyone 

else) appear to regard as his chief tactic. To begin with, not 

all the altered words are pronouns. In the first paragraph, 

for example, he sUbstitutes "entertain hopes" for "give you 

hopes" and "York Minster" (a church in his own vicinity) for 

"Warnham Church" (the church near Field Place where he 

obtained his one "peep" at Elizabeth Shelley). To the reader 

who does not know that Hogg is concealing both the "peep" 

which highlighted his surreptitious visit to Field Place and 

the visit itself, this paragraph is merely baffling. What 

possible hopes could Hogg "entertain" on Shelley's account 

through the existence of York Minster? The natural assumption 

is that the original paragraph is either incoherent (the hasty 

and excitable Shelley not being patient enough to proofread 

his letters) or pointlessly "garbled" by Hogg, who perhaps 

could not read Shelley's handwriting. But "garbling" serves 

Hogg's purpose here and no great harm is done. 
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The same cannot be said for the next paragraph, in which 

Hogg's self-protective "pronoun game" results, as Sylva Norman 

lightheartedly points out, in the Divine Poet's apparent 

passion for his own sister (Skylark 198). The displacement of 

the next paragraph (the omitted portion of which compares 

Elizabeth's poetry with that of another young female poet, 

Felicia Browne) is harder to explain. Perhaps Hogg intended to 

mention Elizabeth only in the context of her poetry and 

Shelley's disappointment in her altered character (a tactic he 

had successfully employed in previous letters) and to disguise 

his own despair over Elizabeth (chiefly through altered 

pronouns) as Shelley's despair over Harriet Grove. He 

attempts, for example, to turn Shelley's advice to stop 

cherishing any hopes relating to Elizabeth into advice against 

continuing regrets for the past. He even goes so far as to 

eliminate the underline (represented in HL by italics) under 

the word "suppose" in Shelley's sentence, "It [Hogg' s passion] 

is, I suppose, involuntary," which implies that Shelley is not 

certain on the point and wishes to emphasize that uncertainty. 

Unfortunately, these miscellaneous changes are not enough 

to accomplish the desired effect, removing both the passion 

and the resulting despair from his own shoulders. They cannot 

be concealed if he is to use the letter, nor does he wish to 

acknowledge them. The only choices from his perspective are to 

suppress the letter or to transfer both passion and despair to 
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Shelley. This dilemma leads him back to the pronoun switching 

which earlier in his version of the letter makes it appear 

that Shelley is bewitched by his sister's poetry (inferior 

though it is to Felicia Browne's). In the new context, 

however, this tactic results in Shelley's acknowledging 

romantic love for her (kindly expressed by Hogg in the past 

tense). Pronoun switching will not do, however, for the peep 

in the window of Warnham Church (Shelley would have no need to 

peep through a church window to see his own sister), nor would 

it work to change "Warnham Church" to "York Minster" as 

earlier in the letter. Quite possibly Hogg could have left 

this passage alone; obscurely worded as it is, it probably 

would have mystified his readers without further tampering. 

But Hogg is determined to conceal the trip to Field Place and 

the peep in particular as very much at odds with his depiction 

of himself as sensible and stable. The very mention of this 

silly action, or of Warnham Church in connection with 

Elizabeth, evidently suggests, to his mind at least, the real 

story he is trying to cover up. other letters of this period 

suggest a trip to Sussex which he pretends was never taken; 

connections could be made and the truth found out. The peep 

can remain, so long as it is theoretical, but Warnham Church 

must be erased from the record. The result of such thinking is 

an awkward and obscure sentence, but the "garbling" serves 

-----.------------_ ... _-_ .. - ------- -
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Hogg's purpose, which is simply to throw the reader off his 

trail by presenting both the peep and the lover as imaginary. 

A similar but less urgent need for concealment (or 

obscurity) faces him with regard to the "execrate" passage. 

Shelley's version suggests that Hogg will "execrate" (used as 

an intransitive verb) in reaction to Shelley's statement that 

he now sees no chance for Hogg's happiness to be united with 

Elizabeth's. Hogg removes the reference to happiness, which 

now becomes a wish to enjoy "your society and that of my 

sister," a wish consistent with the earlier presentation of 

Elizabeth as Shelley's friend and advisor but rather mild 

considering his supposed passion and wholly at odds with her 

new character as presented in this letter, and moves this wish 

so that it follows rather than precedes the (former) 

execration passage. Hogg restores the verb to its more 

standard usage and through the usual pronoun switching assigns 

the execrating to Shelley, but Hogg's version leaves Shelley 

nothing to "execrate." Hogg solves the problem by having him 

"execrate" (in the recent past) his own existence when he 

discovers the impossibility of being "united" with Elizabeth. 

What kind of union is meant is left to the reader's 

imagination. 92 This passage, like the letter as a whole, 

92 This letter is far from being the only, or even the 
worst, example of the distortions resorting from Hogg's 
attempt to present his younger self as a rational being who 
was not passionately in love with a girl he had never met. The 
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reinforces the mythical view of Shelley as a being so 

irrational that he can fall in love with his own sister. 

One more letter in this sequence should be noticed as a 

prototype or antecedent of the much more famous "Werter" 

letter. This letter, too, was written from Rhayader in July, 

1811, probably within a few days either direction of the 

"execration" letter just presented. 93 Hogg alters a statement 

regarding Shelley's mother from 

to 

Your letter was sent to my Mother last post-day, I 
am well assured that she will do nothing 
prejudicial to our interests (Letters 1:123) 

Your letter was sent to my Mother last post-day: 
she feels a warm interest in you, as every woman 
must, and I am well assured that she will do 
nothing prejudicial to our interests (HL 224), 

the addition implying a rather general maternal interest in 

the character and doings of her son's best friend rather than 

the particular interest in Hogg as a potential suitor for her 

interested reader should compare Hogg's versions of the April 
26 and May 21,1811, letters (HL 211-214 and 223-224) with 
those in Jones's Letters (1:68-70 and 92-93) and (SC 1:762-764 
and 794-795). 

93 Jones dates this letter c. July 25, 1811, and the 
previously quoted letter c. July 28. Cameron reverses the 
order, with this letter dated c. July 22, immediately 
following the "execration" letter, which he dates as c. July 
21. Hogg, as noted, provides no dates but places both within 
the impossible time frame of May 21-26, 1811, with this letter 
first in the Rhayader sequence and the previously quoted 
letter last, thus obscuring their close relationship with one 
another. 
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daughter which the adolescent Hogg wanted her to take. Perhaps 

with this intention in mind, he allows Shelley's portrait of 

her as "a good [and] worthy woman" to stand, but her knowledge 

of "your visit to Horsham" (which she had helped the friends 

to conceal from her husband but which he had discovered 

anyway) becomes in Hogg's version, "the proposed visit," now 

presumably unfeasible. Hogg removes Shelley's concluding 

sentence, "Adieu! Each post-day till we meet will carry a 

letter" and the complimentary close, "Yours sincerely," from 

their proper context, making the paragraph which precedes them 

in Shelley's original letter appear to be a postscript, and 

adds a spurious lead-in to this paragraph: "The progress of 

our novel is but slow; however, I have written one more 

letter; it is for you to answer it" (225). Hogg's version, set 

off by him in quotation marks, follows: 

"I find you still obstinate in what I call your 
error, as I am in what you must consider a damnable 
heterodoxy. I am truly surprised! The peep at 
church cannot have influenced you one way or the 
other; but it may; for it is the only sensual 
intelligence that you have received of this fair 
one. I cannot call it intellectual, as even in the 
short view of her face which you had, you cannot 
pretend to guess her moral qualities; unless you 
intend to support, that the countenance is the 
index of the soul, which I cannot suppose you 
admit. Will you now, coolly, if possible, 
dispassionately, examine your own soul, and that 
which now seems almost necessarily annexed to its 
essence, your love for sophia. Trace the grounds on 
which you love her, the origin of this passion; the 
things which strengthened, and the things which 
have weakened it. If you will do this, without 
either ridiculing my difference of opinion from 
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yours, or employing any kind of declamation, 
overslurring, or sophistry, you will then, perhaps, 
convince me of what you regard as truth founded on 
proofs of resistless cogency, or,~ you will come 
to a knowledge of the incorrectness of your own 
ideas. Either of these is to be desired, since, if 
you, or I, be wrong, this error, wherever it lies, 
will necessarily terminate in disappointment. II 
(225) 

What a fine piece of Goethesque fiction writing, vastly 

superior to the immature and incoherent st. Irvyne! And what 

a loss to literature that we cannot find the completed 

manuscript of which it is a part! I cannot account for the 

failure of Shelley's early biographers, particularly Dowden, 

to pursue this lead, unless Hogg's view of Shelley's writing 

at this time, or their own experience of his Gothic novels 

(also colored by Hogg's views) prevented them from reading 

this excerpt more carefully, particularly after the "Werter" 

fragment was discovered to be an altered and displaced letter. 

The device in this instance is less conspicuous and the 

paragraph is placed with the letter to which it relates, but 

biographers cannot have read it carefully either as a sample 

of Shelley's fiction -- he was known to have collaborated with 

another author in Original Poetry and wrongly suspected of 

collaborating with Hogg in writing Leonora95 -- or as a 

~ Shelley's original letter places a dash here for 
emphasis rather than a comma. 

95 Shelley's 
epistolary novel, 
unaltered letters. 

lost nove I, .!..!H:.!::u~b~e .... r;....;t:::....-....::C=..:a""u=.v",,-=i~n , was a 1 so 
as we known from references to it 

an 
in 
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suspected ruse of the "Werter" variety. Nor can they have 

closely examined the contents in relation to Shelley's 

supposedly desperate love for Harriet Grove or to Hogg's 

supposed promise to hUmor Shelley by attempting to fall in 

love with his sister. In any case, the passage has not been 

significantly altered except for the crucial change from 

"Elizabeth" to "Sophia" and the replacement of "church" for 

"Warnham Church," which would reveal the action as Hogg' sown 

and the visit to Field Place as having really occurred. The 

relationship of this "peep" to the hypothetical "peep" in the 

"execration" letter ought also to have been noticed, if only 

as an explanation for the presence there of that otherwise 

inexplicable motif.% 

The entire passage (in Shelley's original version) 

deserves a close reading in part because it shows his powers 

of argument and in part because it shows what he really 

thought of Hogg, or rather of Hogg' s arguments. His later 

charges of sophistry in relation to the seduction attempt 

96 I conjecture that Hogg altered this letter first and 
that the peep through a church window here presented as the 
action of a character in their joint novel gave Hogg the idea 
for the hypothetical lover in the "execration" letter. Hogg's 
placement of this letter before the other makes the 
hypothetical "peeping at a lady through a window" slightly 
more intelligible to the reader who remembers the fictional 
"peep at church" presented here; probably this order reflects 
the actual chronology of the undated originals, in which case 
Cameron is correct in placing them close together with the 
"novel" letter first. 
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(Hogg's arguments to Harriet and his self-defense in the 

letters to Shelley are both so labeled) take on added meaning 

if we realize that they represent Hogg' s standard modus 

operandi even this early. Indeed, we can see this sophistry 

for ourselves in his letters to Elizabeth and her mother 

(printed in my Appendix). In a letter written from Cuckfield 

(Captain pilfold's estate) on June 2 (less than two months 

before the probable dates for these letters), Shelley also 

charges Hogg, or rather his arguments, with "border [ing] on 

wilful deception, deliberate intentional self-deceit" (Letters 

1:95). This charge and those made in this excerpt -- that his 

reasoning in the letters is neither cool nor dispassionate, 

that he tends to ridicule Shelley's opinions when they differ 

from his own, and that he (perhaps habitually) employs 

"declamation, overslurring, [and] sophistry" to defend "what 

[he] regard[s] as truth" in the place of reasoned arguments 

"founded on proofs of resistless cogency" -- show that Cameron 

is right in regarding him as a young man of violent passions 

very different from his self-depiction in the Life and that, 

however irrational or flighty Shelley might be under given 

circumstances, Hogg was habitually so; Shelley, not he, is the 

sensible mentor, the voice of reason in these letters. More 

important still, Hogg was engaging in self-defensive sophistry 

even before the seduction attempt, already shaping his own 

mythical view of his relationship with Shelley when he was 
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only eighteen or nineteen years old. We need hardly be 

surprised that such a man at sixty-five would present part of 

a letter from Shelley (a segment not amenable to his usual 

methods) as a fragment of a novel, or that he would repeat 

this successful ruse more openly later in the Life. 

Hogg must have regarded the seduction attempt as an even 

more urgent matter than the affair with Elizabeth, which after 

all was only irrational folly, not a matter of morality which, 

if discovered, would permanently damage his reputation. 

Indeed, judging from the self-deceptive letters to which 

Shelley was reacting both before and after the events at York 

and from Hogg' s imaginary dedication to the "Essay on 

Friendship," in which the blame for estrangement is placed on 

Shelley, he must have convinced himself very early that there 

was no seduction attempt, that his attempts to tell Harriet of 

his pure and selfless love for her had been misunderstood.~ 

The November 14 letter, written just before Shelley grew tired 

of trying to convert Hogg to reason and resorted to leaving 

him behind, alone, in York, does not at all support this view, 

but, like the earlier paragraph on his passion for Elizabeth, 

does not lend itself to "correction" by his usual methods. 

~ That he misunderstood the doctrines of Shelleyan free 
love which he thought he was applying is clear from Shelley's 
responses to Hogg's view of love in various letters and from 
Shelley's review of Hogg's early novel, The Memoirs of Prince 
Alexy Haimatoff which illustrates his mistaken view of this 
concept. 
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Evidently he remembered this expedient and applied a more 

sophisticated version of it here. 98 In this instance, Hogg 

does not even bother to invent new names for his characters, 

instead openly borrowing the names of the protagonists of 

Goethe's Sorrows of Young Werther (Hogg omits the "h"). Nor 

does he include it as a postscript, as in the earlier example, 

in part because of its length but primarily because the entire 

letter is obj ectionable from his viewpoint. Moreover, he 

wishes to distance the fragment chronologically and spatially 

from the other Keswick letters, a feat he accomplishes by 

placing it among works and incidents of Shelley's Bracknell 

period (late 1813 -- early 1814). A letter from Shelley dated 

November 26, 1813, establishes the time frame. Hogg then 

depicts Shelley, who has just returned from Scotland, as 

entering "one of our evening circles" with "some of his 

associates" (i.e. Peacock)w and contrasts his own sedentary 

but peaceful pastimes at age sixty-five (reading Greek and 

wandering in his garden) with Shelley's tendency at age 

98 It is possible, however, that he had already copied an 
altered version of the letter, labeled "Fragment of a Novel" 
and stored among his papers, along with the account of the 
"noble friend's" expulsion, for use should he decide to write 
a Life of Shelley. 

W Shelley has just returned from his trip to the Lake 
District, on which he was accompanied by Peacock as well as by 
Harriet and the baby Ianthe. Hogg has suppressed the name of 
Shelley's male companion in the November 26 letter (HL 537) 
and in a letter to himself from Mrs. Newton, retaining her 
depiction of him as "a cold scholar" (535). 
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twenty-one to rush off (on short notice if any) to scotland or 

Ireland or Wales. Announcing that "the year 1814 had come upon 

us" (539), he takes a moment to attack Shelley's skeptical 

pamphlet, "A Refutation of Deism," as powerfully expressed but 

unoriginal and largely unread. He informs us that the pamphlet 

consists of an "antagonistic dialogue" between Theosophus and 

Eusebes, but rather than summarize the contents he presents 

some of the arguments for vegetarianism which Shelley has 

"dragged in •.. in a crude, undigested form" (539; the pun, 

of course, is intentional). In this context of Shelley's 1814 

prose writings, in which Hogg has found little to praise, he 

presents as a "fragment of a novel" a letter from Shelley 

actually written on November 14, 1811, implying through 

juxtaposition that it belongs to the same period as the 

pamphlet. 

The introduction to this supposed fragment deserves more 

attentiqn as an indisputable instance of Hogg's capacity for 

fictionalizing Shelley's life. It is not very flattering: 

Whether the immortal Goethe could have produced the 
poems of the Divine Shelley, I will not presume to 
decide, or even to inquire; but I will assert 
confidently that Shelley could not have written 
Goethe's novels. He never brought forth 
another novel [after the "two extravagant 
romances," Zastroz z i and st. Irvvne], but he was 
often nibbling at one. He used to transmit choice 
passages to me. . [even though] he said I 
discouraged him. I am in part, not wholly, guilty. 
I encouraged and exhorted him to proceed. . . in a 
more sober and subdued tone, to give a little 
repose and respite to the nerves, spirits, and 
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feelings of the harassed reader. He was 
fascinated by The Sorrows of Young Werter, who has 
not been? and he was of opinion that a 
continuation, or rather an enlargement and 
amplification of the narrative, was demanded. • . . 
I appended my impertinent remarks, and sent the 
papers back, as he desired. They were destroyed, or 
lost. However, I found one morsel [related to this 
project which] I had omitted to return. Would that 
I had been as negligent on other occasions! It is 
in Shelley's handwriting: it has never been 
published, and the subject is familiar and popular. 
(540-541) 

This paragraph moves from half-truth to complete fabrication 

and back to half-truth. Shelley did write two "extravagant 

romances" as a boy, he did attempt at various times to write 

another novel, he did enjoy The Sorrows of Young Werther, but 

none of these statements has any relation to the letter at 

hand, except for a resemblance in Hogg's view and perhaps in 

Shelley'sl00 between the real love triangle of 1811 and the 

fictional one depicted by Goethe. The "transmi[ssion] of 

choice passages" for criticism by the sober and sensible Hogg 

is part of the mentor myth established in the Oxford articles, 

in particular the Posthumous Fragments account, its only basis 

being the poems and essays exchanged by the two friends at 

Oxford. (We do have an instance of the reverse process, 

100 Shelley himself may be indirectly responsible for 
Hogg's strategy here and in the earlier "fragment of a novel." 
In his letter to Hogg of June 2, 1811, he anticipates Hogg's 
objection to his argument that the Elizabeth Hogg loved is 
spiritually dead: 

Yet you will call this cold reasoning, no you will not 
this was the exclamation of the uninformed Werter, not of 
my noble friend. (Letters 1:95) 



546 

however, in Shelley's published review of Hogg's pseudonymous 

novel, Alexy Haimatoff.) The continuation by the excitable and 

over-imaginative Shelley of Goethe's Werther is, of course, 

pure invention, designed for the sole purpose of providing a 

framework for the ostensible fragment (which, we may note, is 

sufficiently "sober and subdued" without help from Hogg). The 

statements that the papers are in Shelley's handwriting and 

unpublished are perfectly true but hardly relevant, as is 

Hogg's assertion that "the subject [of love triangles] is 

familiar and popular." We can be certain that Shelley had no 

such thought in mind when he wrote the 1811 letter. 

In the "fragment" itself, as in the earlier excerpt, the 

changes are minor; it is the device and, in this instance, the 

chronological displacement which disguise its real nature (or 

did so until the discovery of Shelley's letters to Elizabeth 

Hitchener revealed it as a ruse). Significantly, the letter 

(or "fragment") begins with "Albert" telling "Werter," "You 

deceive yourself terribly, my friend." Albert indicates that 

the "self-deceptive, continued vehemence of passion" revealed 

in "Werter's" most recent letter to "Charlotte" has convinced 

him ("Albert") that he cannot allow "Werter" to live with them 

as before; to do so would be to promote "Charlotte's" and 

"Werter's" misery (not to mention his own). "Albert" admits 

the validity of "[Werter's] distinction between mistake and 

crime" (a part of Shelley's own philosophy in any case) and 
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"acquit[s] him of the latter." But "Werter" is "disguising, 

veiling, palliating" his feelings and actions, all the while 

viewing himself as "the pattern of disinterestedness" which, 

in "Albert's" view, he really used to be. 101 "Werter," says 

"Albert," is "imposed upon by feeling" and perversely refuses 

to be guided by reason, as shown by the threats of suicide 

with which he counters "Albert's" supposed coldness, some of 

which "Albert" quotes as evidence to support this position: 

One expression in your long letter, your last 
letter, 102 convinces me that you are still 
enthralled by feeling.-- it is merely an instance -
- "I must, I will convince you, etc. I must,-- or 
the alternative is terrible but decided. You shall 
believe, etc. or, when too late, you shall feel. 
This gives me pain. This proves to me that, so far 
from being now under the guidance of reason, you 
wish to enforce my belief in you by an act, which 
itself is inadequate to the excitement of any 
belief, but that of your selfishness, or to revenge 
my want of it by this very act, which you know 
would embitter my existence. Else what means "you 
shall feel when too late"? 

The rest of the letter is in a calmer tone ( "Albert" 

anticipates that "Werter" will react by labeling him "cold, 

phlegmatic, [and] unfeeling"). Though at one point "Albert's" 

feelings for his "bosom friend" escape him ("Let us forget 

101 This is probably Shelley's real op1.n1.on, considering 
the agony he expresses in earlier letters over the apparent 
loss of this friend. "Oh, how I have loved you!" is not the 
expression of one casual friend to another. 

102 This phrase is altered from the Shelleyan "letter of 
your soul," which would give away the real nature of the 
document (a letter from Shelley in his own person). 
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this affair; let us erase from the memory that ever it had 

being"), most of the second half of the letter would have been 

regarded by the recipient, whether "Werter" or Hogg, as "cold 

and unfeeling." A few passages are somewhat out of character 

for "Albert" as Goethe depicts him and even for Shelley in his 

role as "Charlotte's" husband, closely resembling the 

philosophical discussions on Love and virtue in the earlier 

Oxford letters. "Albert" also spouts some very unShelleyan 

sentiments near the end of the letter, condemning "Werter" for 

allowing "the sophistry of the passions" to make him "the 

sport of a woman's whim, the plaything of her inconstancies, 

the bauble with which she is angry, the footstool of her 

exaltation!" (HL 541-545). Perhaps "Albert," growing tired of 

"Werter's" histrionics, feels justified in some fulminations 

of his own. 

In any case, we can be sure that Hogg resented this 

letter when he received it, refusing to allow the wound 

inflicted by it to heal completely, and wearing his resumption 

of friendship with Shelley after the second elopement as a 

badge of honor. 103 At no point did he believe that he had 

behaved immorally or even selfishly; he was behaving, so he 

believed, according to Shelley's code of free love, which 

Shelley preached but would not allow his friend to practice. 

103 See my Introduction for a discussion of Hogg' s 
probable sentiments on these matters. 
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His critical commentary on this supposed piece of literature 

not only reflects these views but constitutes a kind of 

revenge by the (supposedly) innocent and injured Hogg against 

the (supposedly) hypocritical and sanctimonious Shelley. "The 

epistle from Albert to Werter is forcibly written," concedes 

Hogg, "but it wants the warmth, the tenderness, of Goethe and 

Rousseau. The tone is that of the novels of William Godwin,IM 

or [Thomas] Holcroft; it is cold, bald, didactic, declamatory, 

frigid, rigid" (545). This comment, like those in the 

introduction to the "fragment," is true enough, but beside the 

point given the real nature of the document and the writer's 

actual purpose. 

One last piece of tampering, this one unrelated to Hogg's 

motive of self-protection, must be mentioned. The 

reminiscences of captain James Kennedy printed near the end of 

Hogg's Life of Shelley provide Shelley scholars with important 

information regarding Shelley's last visit to Field Place, 

1M The reference to Godwin probably carries a hidden 
sting. Godwin's free love doctrines strongly influenced 
Shelley's, yet Godwin ostracized Shelley for putting those 
doctrines into practice by eloping with his (Godwin's) 
daughter. By comparing Shelley's "fragment" with Godwin's 
novels (which advocated his doctrines, including free love), 
Hogg may well be implying that Shelley, too, is hypocritical, 
repudiating in practice what he advocates in theory. Hogg did 
not and could not understand that Shelleyan free love (in its 
ideal form) focused on the happiness of the beloved, not on 
the physical and emotional cravings of the lover. 



550 

arranged by his mother while his father was in London .105 But 

the biographers who have used this document (among them White, 

Cameron, and Holmes) have all used Hoggls version as their 

source, either because they are unaware of the original 

manuscript in the Bodleian LibrarylM or because they assume 

(incorrectly) that Hogg' s version is reasonably accurate. 107 

Hogg admits in his introduction to this document that he "will 

extract such particulars as are interesting" from the account 

(571), but the two long paragraphs, set off in quotation 

marks, appear to be a continuous account, not a series of 

extracts like those taken from the Hookham letters (two of 

which followed a similar introduction). 

The introduction does, however, provide some useful 

information. Hogg does not name captain Kennedy, whose 

identity we know from other sources, nor does he acknowledge 

105 Shelley had not yet met Mary Godwin and was still 
living, somewhat unhappily, with Harriet, though they were 
beginning to spend time apart. His mother had forgiven the 
expulsion and the mesalliance with Harriet, but even she, 
apparently, could not forgi ve Shelley I s desertion of his 
pregnant wife and infant daughter or his elopement to the 
continent with a sixteen-year-old girl. Whatever her feelings 
for him, she must have realized that the break with her son 
must now be complete. 

1~ This document, MSS. Shelley adds. c. 8, fols. 138-147, 
is transcribed in full in my Appendix. 

107 Oddly Blunden, who believes that Hogg altered the 
manuscript to give Shelley the small head attributed to him in 
the Oxford articles, did not attempt to confirm his hypotheses 
by consulting the original (which would, in this instance, 
have proved him incorrect). 
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that the manuscript is one of the documents lent him by the 

Shelley family (as a letter in my Appendix shows), but he does 

indicate that the writer of this account was a young army 

officer quartered for awhile in Horsham who "met with 

hospitality and kindness. . • at Field Place" and was present 

when "the prodigal son" (Shelley) returned for his last visit 

to his boyhood home. 108 Hogg also provides the approximate 

time of this visit, early summer of 1814,109 and indicates 

that Shelley walked alone to Field Place from Bracknell. This 

information is confirmed by Hogg' s source, a letter from 

Shelley dated October 4, 1811 (Letters 1: 265) ,110 some four 

months after the visit. Hogg hints at this letter, mentioning 

Shelley's "excited state" during his walk and promising to 

speak "hereafter" of the "celestial visions" which he saw 

along the way (571), but he does not keep his promise. 

Probably Hogg suppressed the letter, which does not appear in 

the published volumes of the Life, because it would contradict 

his colorful but entirely imaginary account of his first 

108 Shelley returned again after his grandfather's death 
to find out what was bequeathed him in the will, but he was 
not allowed inside and an uncle was the only person who would 
see or speak with him. 

109 Late spring would be more correct, since the visit 
must have occurred in Mayor at latest early June. 

110 The letter, which does not mention captain Kennedy, 
indicates that the distance from Bracknell to Horsham is about 
forty miles (Letters 1:265). 
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encounter with Mary Godwin. 111 Hogg' s reasons for suppressing 

parts of Captain Kennedy's account, however, have nothing to 

do with Mary or himself, nor can the changes be accounted for, 

like those in the butchered Hookham letters, by a personal 

antipathy to the captain, whom he did not know. A letter to 

Lady Shelley dated April 20, 1857, provides some indication of 

his motives: 

Dear Lady, 
The counsels of Mr. John [error for captain 

James] Kennedy are not always directed by "absolute 
wisdom." However, a portion of the last visit to 
Field Place is not without interest, & a line or 
two, here & there may also be taken [i.e. printed 
in the Life]. The young Sub[altern] was certainly 
treated wi th extraordinary kindness for w:h he is 
properly grateful, & returns thanks, heartfelt, but 
in the Scotch taste. Part of the encomium most 
likely is true. ----

Timothy M.P. was probably a good master to Old 
Laker, the Butler, not compelling him to decant too 
close; charitable to the poor of the parish of 
Warnham, & particularly in comparison with the 
company, that Ensign K. had kept at home, a man of 
elegant & polished manners. His [Sir Timothy's] 
treatment of his highly gifted Son is fully 
exhibited in Letters; these we will set forth at 
full length, nothing shall be kept back, so you may 
dismiss all anxiety on that head; the whole truth 
will appear. 

I have received Mr. K[ennedy] 's contribution 
with many thanks, & I will certainly make use of 
it; this is my answer, for we must not throw cold 
water upon our Holps [sic]; altho' this 

III As indicated earlier, Hogg claims to have seen Mary 
for the first time on June 8, 1814, soon after her return from 
Scotland, when in fact he knew nothing of Shelley's 
involvement with her until the October letter informed him of 
the continental "honeymoon. " See my discussion of this 
fabricated anecdote earlier in this chapter. 
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communication is worth little, others of greater 
value may follow.-- ••. (Appendix) 

Hogg reveals through his condescending tone as well as through 

his language that his opinion of the captain's contribution to 

Shelley biography is not very high. Since he knows nothing of 

Kennedy beyond the information provided in the manuscript 

itself, he apparently derides "the company, that [Captain] K. 

had kept at horne" on the assumption that Scotsmen as a class 

are rustic and uneducated. That Kennedy himself is only half-

educated is indicated by the reminiscences themselves, which 

are full of mechanical errors -- hardly surprising in a letter 

from a man whose formal education ended before he was 

sixteen.112 Hogg' s contemptuous dismissal of the manuscript as 

being "of little worth," probably based on these grounds, is 

far from accurate. Nevertheless he is probably justified in 

cleaning up the ubiquitous errors, which interfere with the 

reader's interest and comprehension, and in omitting portions 

of the lengthy account, which, like Alice's hair, "wants 

cutting." The cuts, however, are not indicated by ellipses, 

and much of the remaining material is rearranged and reworded, 

condensed rather than cut. In at least one instance, an 

interpolation detectable even without the aid of the 

112 His age when he met Shelley is revealed in Hogg' s 
version of the reminiscences as well as in the original 
manuscript. 
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manuscript, he adds to the account. In Hogg's version of this 

passage the unnamed captain states: 

He [Shelley] told me he had already read the Old 
Testament in Hebrew four times. He was then only 
twenty-two years old. Shelley never learnt Hebrew; 
he probably said, in Greek, for he was much 
addicted to reading the Septuagint. (HL 573) 

On a first reading it appears that Kennedy is contradicting 

himself, but a second reading shows that the third sentence is 

more sophisticated than the others; its style and content 

reveal it as an editorial interpolation. Whether Hogg is 

correcting Kennedy's error or merely pretending to do so in 

order conceal Shelley's Hebrew studies at Oxford (a question 

addressed in the previous chapter), the interpolation ought to 

have been bracketed and ini tialed. 113 Oddly Hogg does not 

correct a more obvious error in the same passage; Shelley did 

not turn 22 until August 4, 1814, more than three months after 

the visit to Field Place. 

The omissions and condensation are less easily 

detectable. Hogg does admit cutting the opening passage (liThe 

friendly reception of the young officer is related, and the 

narrative proceeds thus, II 572), but the reader cannot know 

that this cut removes two entire pages of the original 

manuscript, some of which is condensed and inserted later in 

113 I have not yet had the opportunity to examine the 
manuscript of the Life (as opposed to the manuscript of this 
document) to determine whether the blunder is Hogg's or the 
printer's. 
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the al tered document. Most of these omissions relate to 

Timothy Shelley, whom Kennedy has painted too favorably for 

Hogg's taste. In the letter quoted above, Hogg is anxious to 

reassure Lady Shelley that he will not gloss over "[Timothy's] 

treatment of his highly gifted Son, [which] is fully exhibited 

in Letters," presumably already in his possession. Hogg's own 

view of Timothy is characteristically mixed, combining a 

degree of resentment over the refusal to provide Bysshe with 

adequate funds and similar misjudgments with an almost equal 

degree of compassion for an old man incapable of dealing with 

a difficult son. Although Hogg treats Timothy harshly in his 

Preface, the depiction in other parts of the Life is largely 

comic. But in this instance Lady Shelley's sentiments provide 

him with a license for omitting most of the rather fulsome 

praise which Captain Kennedy bestows on Timothy. 114 The 

following omitted passage is probably the "encomium" to which 

Hogg objects in the letter: 

I cannot close this subject, without adverting 
to the unwarrantable misrepresentations of the 
character and conduct to[ward] his son, of the late 
inestimable Sir Timothy, which, through certain 
channels, have made their way into public notoriety 
-- The long life of that venerable patriarch, the 
esteem which followed him to his tomb; the hallowed 
reminiscences which the mention of his honored name 
call up in the minds of the many who loved and knew 
him well, these afford the most distinct 

114 Throughout the manuscript, Kennedy refers to Shelley's 
parents as Sir Timothy and Lady Shelley, but they did not 
acquire those titles until Sir Bysshe's death in January 1815. 
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contradictions to the calumnies. sir Timothy 
Shelley was the personification of an English 
gentleman, the Squire of the Olden time. -- His 
manner, his dress, his whole appearance, indicated 
this character. Much more those noble acts of 
munificent benevolence which his kindly nature 
would shrink from permitting to meet the public 
eye. . . . So far from being austere, he was lively 
& cheerful, full of quaint fun & amiable and 
playful wit. I do not remember to have ever heard a 
slander from his lips He was honorable & 
upright; conscientious and high minded. To me he 
was a second father. . . . His letters were full of 
innocent fun, charming and affectionate, and his 
conversation was always such as endeared him to me. 
(Appendix. ) 

Needless to say, this portrait is not at all what one usually 

encounters in Shelley biography. Certainly "the Epistles of 

Timothy," which Hogg for once presents as essentially 

unaltered, are not "full of innocent fun." They create a very 

different impression from Kennedy's "lively and cheerful" yet 

"honorable and upright" patriarch -- that of a bewildered, 

vacillating, and unhappy father belatedly trying to discipline 

a wayward son who has already escaped his control. As Hogg 

says in the letter, "Part of the encomium most likely is 

true," but his decision to omit it is probably jUdicious since 

it detracts from the more important depiction of Timothy's 

son, the ostensible subject of the biography. 

Though Hogg sometimes pretends to be writing an 

"encomium" of the "Divine Poet," he also omits portions of a 

passage praising Shelley. Hogg quotes Kennedy's assertion that 

"The generosi ty of [Shelley's] disposition and utter 
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unselfishness imposed upon him the necessity of strict self-

denial in personal comforts," but omits his example: 

The preceding Winter had been one of the most 
severe in the memory of man, & the sufferings of 
the poor had been dreadful. Under the influence of 
much benevolence [Shelley] had devoted much out of 
his limited income to the purchase of blankets for 
the necessitous -- the consequence was that he was 
obliged to be most economical in his own dress. 

The last sentence, which in Hogg's version refers to the 

"unselfishness" and "self-denial" rather than to money spent 

on blankets, Hogg amends to, "Consequently he was obliged to 

be most economical in his dress," and continues with Kennedy's 

narrative of "an old black coat" which Shelley has had 

"smartened with metal buttons and a velvet collar" (572-573). 

Strangely, given Hogg's usual tendency to cover up or distort 

the truth, his motive for elimination of this example appears 

to be biographical accuracy. Kennedy, whose manuscript is 

dated in his own hand "29 April 1857," is under the impression 

that Shelley was residing "at Marlow, with his then only child 

Ianthe." Hogg amends "at Marlow" to "somewhere in the country" 

(572). In fact Shelley was living at Bracknell, as Hogg's 

introduction to the document indicates, and the blanket 

episode, probably derived by Kennedy from an anecdote by Leigh 

Hunt, dates from a later period (March 1817 to January 1818), 

when Shelley was living with Mary at Marlow. In this instance, 

at least, Hogg is correct, but his alterations, unfortunately, 

are unacknowledged and undetectable without the manuscript. 
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Hogg also omits material which focuses too narrowly (at 

least in his view) on Kennedy himself. Many of these passages 

are quite lengthy, but a shorter one will suffice as 

illustration. As indicated earlier, Hogg omits two pages of 

Kennedy I S introductory material on his relations with the 

Shelley family. In the manuscript, the last paragraph of this 

introduction reads: 

I soon became a favorite with the domestics of the 
family, and especially with Laker, the Old butler. 
I found that the key to his affections was 
something in my manner that reminded him of Bysshe 
Shelley, who seemed to have won on the hearts of 
the whole household. Laker once said to his Lady 
[Le. Mrs. Shelley] -- "How I do like young Master 
Kennedy he does so remind me in his ways of Master 
Bysshe." 

In the original, this paragraph immediately precedes the 

sentence which opens Hogg's version of the account, "At this 

time I had not seen Shelley." Hogg, however, amends the 

sentence to include the relevant portions of the above 

account: "At this time I had not seen Shelley, but the 

servants, especially the old butler, Laker, had spoken of him 

to me. He seemed to have won the hearts of the whole 

household" (572). Hogg's motive, to deemphasize the speaker, 

may not be wholly commendable, but the passage is decidedly 

improved-stylistically and biographically by the change. The 

chief difficulty here as in the previous examples is not with 

the motive or even with the method but with the failure to 

indicate that the manuscript has been tampered with. 
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Hogg's moti ves for "improving" Kennedy's admi ttedly 

unsophisticated and verbose narrative are not always so 

commendable, however, as one last example will illustrate. 

Kennedy's original narrative includes an account of his "first 

private conversation" with Bysshe: 

I was most desirous to hear all his opinions & yet 
I dreaded the power of a highly gifted mind over my 
ignorance & incapacity -- I prayed mentally to God 
-- Bysshe proceeded with eloquence and enthusiasm, 
to announce(?) his peculiar views. They seemed to 
me incomprehensible & exquisitly [sic] 
metaphysical, & by no means clear, precise, or 
decided on details. . • . My impression is that he 
regarded that most blessed book [the Bible] as 
entirely a human production and altogether unworthy 
of God -- He regarded many of the Patriarchs as 
Monsters of iniquity -- David was the object of his 
peculiar [read particular] abhorrence. . My 
conviction is that Shelley was not at this time an 
Atheist -- He had not, indeed[,] Scriptural views 
of God -- but he spoke of a supreme Being as one of 
infinite mercy and benevolence, whose unbounded 
love was utterly irreconcilable with the existence 
of those attributes which the strict administration 
of a righteous and holy law presupposes 
Rejecting revelation, all his notions were derived 
from what he deemed the light of nature -- He 
admitted that Jesus Christ had existed but 
considered him a mere man although a person of 
great benevolence -- My impression is that Shelley 
had formed to himself no system of belief, and that 
he had no fixed views of spiritual things -- All 
his materials for the structure of [such a system] 
were lying about in confusion -- All seemed wild 
and fanciful. . . . (Appendix) 

with the exception of the last two sentences, which fit well 

enough with Hogg's depiction of Shelley's philosophical 

thinking in general, and the care with which Kennedy presents 

himself as uncontaminated by Shelley's heterodoxy, this 
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account appears to be a reasonably accurate summation of 

Shelley's religious views at the time in question (1814). 

Hogg, however, chooses to omit most of this account, which 

becomes in his version, 

He spoke of the Supreme Being as of [sic] infinite 
mercy and benevolence. He disclosed no fixed views 
of spiritual things; all seemed wild and fanciful. 
(573) 

This example, unlike the others, results in no improvement of 

any kind. Hogg, it appears, does sometimes edit an account for 

biographical accuracy, with the result (in the Kennedy 

reminiscences, at least) of an accompanying stylistic 

improvement far removed from the "garbling" so frequently 

applied when his own version of "biographical truth" is 

involved. In this instance, unlike those just discussed, 

Hogg's personal concerns are at stake; his version of the 

Shelley myth is threatened. He cannot allow Shelley to refer 

to the biblical patriarchs as "monsters of iniquity" or the 

Bible as "a human production altogether unworthy of God," much 

less that Jesus Christ was "a mere man," nor can he allow the 

(apparently) orthodox Kennedy to depict his juvenile self (he 

was just sixteen) as dreading the power of Shelley's eloquence 

and superior mind over his "ignorance and incapacity," 

silently praying to God to protect his helpless innocence from 

contamination by the brilliant and charming young heretic. 

Kennedy's remark that Shelley did not seem at this time to be 
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an atheist is evidently not a sufficient defense against 

possible "misunderstanding" of the "innocent and imaginative" 

Shelley I s religious views. It is acceptable, however, for 

Kennedy to label Shelley I s view of "spiritual things" as "wild 

and fanciful" since this opinion accords with the view of 

Shelley which Hogg is trying to establish throughout the Life. 

This particular alteration is almost invisible to the reader, 

who may stumble a bit over the confusing structure of the 

first sentence and wonder how it connects with the second, but 

since the Kennedy reminiscences are far less "garbled" than 

many other documents in the Life and the reader has now almost 

reached the end of the book, the probability that he will 

notice such a change is almost nil. Indeed, while the changes 

in this particular document are for the most part improvements 

from the standpoint of both style and accuracy (both unusual 

features of Hoggian changes) , they are nevertheless 

distortions of a document, unacknowledged and so subtly 

handled (in this instance) as to be insidious. Hoggls duty as 

a biographer was to present the documents as he received them 

and reveal what he considered to be their inaccuracies through 

commentary. To summarize, paraphrase, rearrange, add, 

substitute, or omit a passage presented as quoted material 

without indicating alterations with ellipses or brackets is 

inexcusable even when such changes constitute an improvement, 

as in some of the alterations in the Kennedy reminiscences. 
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Hogg's distortions in the 1858 portions in the Life carry 

on the practices established in the Oxford articles and 

reinforce the false picture created there of the hopelessly 

irrational and incompetent Shelley and his worldly, sensible 

friend. The more evident distortions in the later portions, in 

particular those in some of the letters from Shelley to Hogg, 

are in themselves a strong indication that the seemingly 

realistic Oxford chapters, in which the same characters 

appear, are also distorted. Many of these altered documents 

also deal with the Oxford period but were withheld not only 

from the New Monthly Magazine articles of 1832-33 but even 

from Shelley's widow, whom Hogg deliberately prevented from 

acquiring an accurate view of her dead husband's past. 115 The 

withholding and the distortions together prove not only that 

Hogg himself knew his Oxford chapters to be largely fiction, 

but that the fiction thus established was deliberately 

sustained and extended in the 1858 portions of the Life. 

To maintain this fiction Hogg applied an arsenal of 

tactics. In the narrative portions these include caricatures, 

epithets, imaginary conversations, imaginary incidents in a 

real setting, invented excuses to account for his ignorance of 

certain segments of Shelley's life or the absence of letters 

to himself for a given period, and filler of all varieties 

115 Had he done so, her own attempts at biography would 
have been of necessity less rhapsodical. 
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from autobiography to philosophical discussions of "nakedism. II 

Even the literary criticism is manipulated to maintain the 

image of a fanciful, inspired poet out of touch with the 

material world and incapable of logical or original thought. 

The strategies applied to the documents are equally varied, 

going far beyond the alteration of pronouns and the 

presentation of one slightly altered letter as a fragment of 

a novel. In addition to invented introductions and prefaces 

like that which precedes the "Werter" letter, these strategies 

include suppression, rewording, rearrangement of the contents, 

displacement of the entire document, scattering excerpts from 

the letters to a single correspondent (Hookham) and concealing 

his identity under various guises, and reversing the initials 

of various correspondents to conceal their identity. Everyone, 

that is every Shelley scholar, knows that the letters from 

Shelley to Hogg were altered, though the extent of the 

distortion is usually unrecognized. But it is not generally 

known that Hogg altered letters from Shelley to correspondents 

other than himself, among them Hookham and Hunt,116 or that he 

distorted documents by other authors, notably captain Kennedy. 

In short, no document in the Life, with the possible 

exception of the letters to and from Sir Percy's maternal 

grandfather, William Godwin, can be taken on trust as being 

116 Provably al tered letters from Mary, Peacock, and 
Charles Grove have been discussed in earlier chapters. 
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accurately transcribed, and no assertion can be accepted on 

fai th as the word of Shelley's "best friend," who "knew 

Shelley better than anyone." The "evidence" which supports 

these assertions must also be viewed with skepticism. Just as 

we must relinquish our view, established by the 1832 Oxford 

chapters, of the young Shelley as a Platonist, we must also 

relinquish our view of him as acting always on impulse, 

enmeshed in a passion for his own sister, hurriedly composing 

wild and fanciful poems or restlessly rushing from place to 

place without a guide to direct him, never considering the 

consequences of his words or actions. The characterizations of 

Shelley's sister Elizabeth, his young wife, Harriet, and her 

sister, Eliza Westbrook, are also distorted, as is the 

depiction of their various relationships with Shelley. Even 

Mary, in her one brief appearance, is misrepresented, and we 

must discard as fiction the famous story of her greeting 

Shelley dressed in tartan plaid and crying out his name in a 

"thrilling voice" to match his own. Above all, Hogg's 

depiction of himself and of his relationship with Shelley is 

deliberately warped so that Hogg's observations seem to be 

those of a sensible friend viewing a young eccentric and his 

commentary that of a worldly man looking back through the eyes 

of experience on his own youth and that of his friend. It is 

this pose as man of the world which has caused so many 

scholars to accept as genuine Hogg I s amusement and 
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condescension, and, in consequence, to take him at his word 

despite an awareness of his penchant for irony and comic 

exaggeration. But the pose is as much a ruse as the "noble 

friend" story in the expulsion chapter or the "Werter" letter 

which first confirmed Lady Shelley's suspicion that Hogg had 

tampered with the letters to himself. It is essential that we 

reexamine not only the 1858 chapters but the entire Life, 

including the 1832-33 chapters which are its foundation, 

letter by letter, anecdote by anecdote, assertion by 

assertion, or we will continue to be misled, mistaking the 

shadows of Hogg's imagination for the substance of Shelley's 

life. 
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VII. CONCLUSION 

The re-examination of Hogg' s Life of Shelley advocated in 

the previous chapter is only the first step in the laborious 

process of rooting out "Hoggery." Hogg's stories and 

assertions have permeated Shelley biography and criticism 

since the pUblication of the first Oxford article in 1832, a 

problem compounded in 1858 not only by new stories and 

falsehoods but by "information" presented in the altered 

letters. A case in point is the belief that Shelley's sister 

Elizabeth, acting as his advocate, pleaded his cause to 

Harriet Grove in 1810-11. This belief, like many others of the 

same sort, derives from an altered letter; it was Shelley who 

pleaded Hogg's case to Elizabeth, not Elizabeth who pleaded 

his case to their cousin Harriet, who does not even enter the 

picture in this instance. "Facts" of this sort have been 

repeated so frequently that they are taken for granted and 

used as the basis for further inferences without any 

investigation of their validity. 

While specific anecdotes, or the anecdotes in general, 

can easily be eliminated from future biographies, and the 

letters for which originals have not been found can be used 

with extreme caution, only a thorough familiarity with the 

Life combined with an a\o[areness of its specific falsehoods 

will enable us to recognize Hogg-born misconceptions of the 

kind just described. Such errors are ubiquitous and occur even 
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in the work of respected and conscientious scholars. N. I. 

White, for example, erroneously believed that he had access to 

the original text of Shelley's letters to Hogg in the galley 

proofs of George Stuart Gordon's never-published edition of 

Shelley's letters, which in fact retained many of Hogg' s 

alterations. Richard Holmes assumed that Hellen Shelley's 

letters to "Dearest Jane" in the first two chapters of the 

1858 Life were addressed to Hogg's common-law wife, Jane 

Williams, rather than to Sir Percy's wife, Lady Jane Shelley, 

no minor error because it implied a nonexistent closeness 

between the Hogg family and Shelley's sisters. Holmes also 

assumed that both White in his authorized biography and F. L. 

Jones in his 1964 edition of Shelley's Letters had in all 

cases returned to original documents. Jones omitted a 

collation of Hogg's version of a poem with its manuscript 

version because he believed, probably erroneously, that the 

poem was Elizabeth's, not Shelley's. Even Cameron, under the 

same impression, assumed that Shelley and Elizabeth thought 

alike, at least during the Eton period, despite the marked 

dissimilarity between the two poems she is known to have 

written and her brother's adolescent poems viewed'individually 

or collectively.117 From such errors as these, and from works 

117 If anyone was an amused observer of Shelley's 
eccentricities, it was not Hogg but Elizabeth, as shown by her 
half-humorous, half-condescending reference to her brother as 
"the fiendmonger" in her small contribution to Shelley's self-
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such as Winifred Scott's Jefferson Hogg, W. S. Scott's New 

Shelley Letters, and Robert Metcalf smith's The Shelley 

Legend, all of which present Hogg as a courageous defender of 

truth waging war against Lady Shelley's hagiography, Hoggery 

enters into the biographies of other members of the Shelley 

Circle, notably Louise Schutz Boas's Harriet Shelley: Five 

Long Years and, more recently, Joan Rees' s Shelley's Jane 

Williams. Even Diane Johnson's somewhat fanciful biography of 

Mary Ellen Peacock, The True History of the First Mrs. 

Meredith and Other Lesser Lives, and a book aimed at the 

higher echelons of the reading public, Paul Johnson's 

Intellectuals, show the influence of Hogg, and in the case of 

Lesser Lives, that of Lady Scott as well. Hogg's caricature of 

Shelley is so well established that it appears even in films 

purporting to depict the circumstances surrounding the 

creation of Mary Shelley's Frankenstein some three years after 

the point at which Hogg' s second volume ends. In Haunted 

Summer, the cheerfully eccentric Shelley throws bread pellets 

at other diners at an inn, a scene derived directly from the 

Life; in Gothic, the naked poet, victimized by his own 

fantasies, walks precariously on the peak of a roof, combining 

Hogg's "nakedism" motif with the fondness for perilous 

pastimes, the general eccentricity, and the inability to 

parodic letter to Edward Fergus Graham. 
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distinguish reality from fantasy presented as Shelley's 

leading traits in Hogg's less than truthful account. 

Perhaps the most important step in countering such 

depictions, at least in serious works, is the restoration of 

the documents in the Life to their original form, a task only 

partly accomplished by Jones's Letters and the volumes of 

Shelley and His Circle dealing with Shelley's early years. The 

first of these focuses chiefly on Shelley's own letters, the 

second on manuscripts in the New York Library's Pforzheimer 

collection. Neither contains the letter from E. L. Bulwer to 

Hogg, the letters of Hellen Shelley to Lady Jane Shelley and 

to her Grove cousins, or even the letter from Walter Halliday 

to Hellen Shelley or the reminiscences of captain James 

Kennedy, both of which I have transcribed from photocopies of 

the Bodleian manuscripts but neither of which has been 

published in any version other than Hogg's. The all-important 

letters from Hogg to Lady Jane Shelley have not been published 

except in bits and pieces by R. Glynn Grylls in Mary Shelley: 

A Biography, but I have transcribed them from a microfilm of 

the Bodleian Library's Abinger collection obtained from Duke 

University. The originals of all of the letters and documents 

in the Life should be located, transcribed, and published, 

preferably in a single volume collated with the altered 

versions in the Life -- not in footnotes but in parallel 

columns so that the damage Hogg has done is visible even to 



570 

his most partial admirers. such a work could be published as 

a companion volume to a new, annotated edition of the Life. In 

the meantime, the availability of the Halliday and Kennedy 

manuscripts should be made known and the haphazardly 

microfilmed Abinger reels, which contain a plethora of 

material related to the Shelley Circle in addition to the 

letters from Hogg, Peacock, and Sir Percy transcribed in my 

Appendix, should be indexed and published with commentary of 

the sort to be found in the invaluable Shelley and his Circle 

volumes. 

with Hogg's unreliability firmly established, his 

particular myths (listed in my previous chapter) made 

recognizable and no longer automatically transferred from one 

biography to another as "facts," and the originals of the 

documents now available only in Hogg's mangled version 

discovered and published along with an annotated version of 

the Life, the crucial step of writing a new, authoritative 

biography can be taken. By making full use of these materials 

and avoiding White's crucial error in transcribing the Oxford 

articles as authentic biography, the author of this much

needed work can concentrate on accurately depicting the 

development of Shelley's mind in relation to his life and 

works. Then and only then will it be safe for critics to view 

Shelley's life as one component of his poetry, one tool for 

getting at the meaning that Hogg and his followers have 
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wittingly or unwittingly obscured. Only then can we 

distinguish Hogg's myth from the myth that Shelley wove around 

himself and try to find, wi th more success than J. Cordy 

Jeaffreson, the "real Shelley" who has so long eluded us. 



VIII. APPENDIX A: 
LETTERS AND OTHER DOCUMENTS 

"It Heeds Not the Tempests" 
Juvenile poem by Hogg, January 10, 1811 

(Published in SC 2:696-698) 

It heeds not the tempests It heeds not their scowling 
The oak of the forest sublime on the rock 

It heeds not the winds weh around it are howling 
Unmoved it defies their impetuous shock 

with tortuous roots it clings to the correi 
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Whilst its leaves by the blast of stern Autumn are 
shriven 

Its summit envelopped [sic] in mists chilling hoary 
The oak shoots its branches athwart the wide heaven 

From the rocks at its base the dark Ivy ascending 
To the moss-covered bark it progressive adheres 

In sinuous folds around the trunk bending 
Thus shrouded a Pillar of verdure appears 

Next every firm limb entwining embracing 
Its fibres prolonging umbrageous extends 

Here with its dark cluster the foliage gracing 
Whilst there its long shoots in deep tresses depends 
[sic] 

The leaves of the forest when Autumn is waning 
Fall a prey to the keen frost deciduous fade 

But the leaf of the Ivy eternal remaining 
will for ever encompass the oak with its shade 

Ah heardst thou the roar tis the oak of the mountain 
As headlong its [sic] borne to the waters below 

Ah heardst thou the sound <as the swift back>1 
From the deep rocky bason [sic] streams eddying flow. 

did the force of the Wind each tempest collecting 
Oer whelm [sic] the huge trunk weh towered in gaunt pride 

did the red flame of heaven its vengeance directing 
Hurl headlong the Oak w~ its rage long defied 

The evening was silent each Zephr [sic] reposing 

I Hogg is having trouble with this line and the next. The 
original reading was "Ah heardst thou the sound tis the deep 
rocky/Receives the huge trunk." In the manuscript (obviously 
a rough draft) everything from "tis" to 'trunk" has been 
struck through. "As the swift back" and "to the fountain," 
neither of which makes sense in the context or fits the meter, 
are offered as alternate readings. The SC text includes many 
other revisions which I have omitted as foreign to my purpose. 



The tremulous spire of the Poplar was still 
with petal unmoved every flower was closing 

The Sun's last pale beam had expired on the hill 
The Ivy insidious each juice had been draining 

The moisture imbibing the Sap drew away 
Each dew drop from heaven on its own leaves detaining 

Had thus hurried the oak to a speedy decay 
Fond youth to the tale of the Ivy attending 

From the oak of the forest this lesson derive 
Had some hand stripped the ivy weh round it was bending 

The Oak of the Forest had now been alive 
Strip the first shoots of passion thy need then is sorest 

When love proffers eternal bliss to the mind 
Believe not -- remember the Oak of the Forest 

In seemed [sic] in perennial verdure enshrined 
Hadst thou not its vigor how soon must thou perish 
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with Adversity's storms thou knowst [sic] not to contend 
Nor knowst thou superior to others to flourish 

Ah Strip the first Ivy weh round thee w" bend. 



Draft of a letter from Hogg to Elizabeth Shelley2 

May 25, 1811 
(Published in SC 2:797-799) 

Pforzheimer MS. SC 162 
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It is unnecessary to inform you of the nature of the 
conv[iction] w~ the anecdotes of my friend & some [elegant 
struck through] specimens of poetry produced in my mind I 
cannot apologize for it conviction at least is involuntary.--3 
All perception of pleasure or pain is compound resulting from 
the relative natures of the perceiver & the object perceived 
the variety of tastes is infinitely diversified If an anecdote 
apparently trifling developed a trait of character wch 

i[n]dicated the highest degree of amiability the perception 
cannot be false I am not deceived but differ from the 
generality of mankind in my opinions of what constitutes the 
amiable If the tale of the sorrows of Louisa~ afforded the 
most exquisite pleasure & deeply affected my heart more so 
than any poem w~ I ever read with one exception (Gertrude).5 
Am I mistaken if I infer that the feelings wch dictated the 
tale [ ,] the genius weh clothed it in language adapted to the 
subject with such elegance such precision were of a 

2 This manuscript is the draft of a letter forwarded by 
Hogg to Shelley, who received the revised letter (now lost) on 
May 31, 1811, and passed it on to Elizabeth (SC 2:800). 
Eli zabeth' s decidedly unfavorable reaction is recorded in 
Shelley's letters to Hogg of June 4 and June 16, 1811 (SC 
2:803-804, 806-808i Letters 1: 96-97, 109-110). The salutation 
and complimentary close are missing from the draft. 

3 Both the ubiquitous mechanical errors (including these 
run-on sentences) and the incoherence of this manuscript are 
Hogg's. I have corrected the most glaring errors (the 
corrections are bracketed) and sUbstituted paragraph breaks 
for some of the dashes indicating a change of subject in the 
original, but I have not attempted to reproduce all of Hogg's 
numerous cross-outs and insertions as they appear in the SC 
text. 

'\ The reference is to "Cold, cold is the blast," a poem 
which Shelley (perhaps facetiously) attributed to his sister 
(HL 125-126, SC 2:). They were apparently written down from 
memory at Oxford rather than being enclosed in a letter 

) The reference in this sentence fragment is to Thomas 
Campbell's sentimental narrative, Gertrude of wyoming. 
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superior[,] I had better said supreme [word missing]?6 No[,] 
sure[ly] the inference is just. But my feelings my ideas of 
the plaintive the elegant the simple but insinuating in 
thoughts & language differ from those of the generality of 
mankind. 

The poem may not square exactly with the rules of 
criticism but it is a false taste only to prefer the hand weh 
clothed the Cambrian hills with the dark mountain heather to 
that weh divides them into parterres of roses & carnations. But 
I will pause to avoid dry disquisition or what is more 
repugnant to your feelings the appearance of flattery. You 
know the favor w~ I presumed to request [viz. the privilege of 
seeing her] but you do not know my gratitude for the gentle 
manner in w~ it was denied I cannot express it.-- I fondly 
cherished the hope of seeing you under the most favorable 
circumstances [at Easter struck through] but this hope weh had 
for some time afforded me not only consolation but the highest 
gratification was destroyed in one moment by the most 
unforseen [sic] the most unexpected incident weh I suppose 
never before was the fate of anyone. 7 Judge of my 
disappointment! 

I often reflect upon your reasons for denying a favor w~ 
wd crown me with happiness at the expense of a trifling 
exertion.-- I am persuaded that if you had no higher motive 
than the xtian rule of doing as you wd be done by -- you wd 

confer this greatest of obligations [ ,] you w" for a moment 
forget your natural superiority & consider yourself in my 
situation. But some powerful motive induces you to act 
otherwise.-- I am firmly convinced of the existence of some 
cogent reason. What [sic] As I am not possessed of 
penetrat [ion] adequate to the discovery I cannot discover 
[what] it is.-- [0]0 I request too much in begging to learn 
the nature of [it]. The most sanguinary government informs the 
criminal of the reasons of his condemnation -- Punishment is 
at all times painful yet it is an alleviation to know the 
justice of the sentence. I am well aware of the justice of 
mine. It is however more satisfactory to a being possessed of 
a shadow of reason to comprehend the precise application of 
justice in his case than to know the general truth that his 
judge is inflexibly just Our cases are not parallel[i] if you 

Ii The words "were. . better" are inserted above the 
line or in the margin. "Better" and "said supreme" are 
probable readings suggested by Cameron (SC 2:799). 

7 I.e. the expulsion, which resulted in Timothy Shelley's 
cancelling Hogg's invitation to visit Bysshe at Easter. 
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receive bare justice you must be possessed of perfect 
happiness. I fear without a large portion of mercy my lot w" 
be most wretched. -- I cannot I must confess discover the 
precise reason. You cannot suppose I am so vain so conceited 
as to imagine that a correspondence carries with it the shadow 
of an engagement of the most remote nature. No [ , J 
impossible[.J 

I hope I feel most acutely my own inferiority in every 
point.-- You cannot imagine that[,] if now I wd gladly resign 
my existence sh" you command it(,) I wd refuse for a moment 
when the duty of Gratitude was so infinitely increased to 
restore ever [sic J every letter with weh I might have been 
blessed sh" you request it.-- No if when I am dead some kind 
gentle spirit who survives me w" inscribe on my grave that I 
had gleaned some scattered smiles how calm wd be my sleep -
time & the weeds wd respect my epitaph & w" not deface or 
overshadow my tomb. The moon & stars as they glided slowly 
through the cloudless sky wd shine with unusual lustre when 
they viewed a spot consecrated by such an inscription [ . J 

Perhaps the opinion of mankind is valuable[;) to me it 
appears vain & trifling -- but [ifJ I admit it is estimable 
[sic J inestimable how does this favor interfere with the 
acquisition of it -- Intuition will not inform the busy world 
I need not speak of the improbability the impossibility of any 
other mode of information[.J 

If [itJ be to [sicJ great a favor to receive direct 
information perhaps you will instruct me through the medium of 
our common friend your brother. 

I once hoped I c[ouIJd ever [sicJ bow in the silent 
obedience of submission to your commands, that I c[ouldJ not 
only hate but torture myself to procure the most trifling 
gratification for one I adore. This is my general sentiment & 
ever shall remain such but there are moments when the spirit 
is borne down very very lowe;] it [isJ at such a time as this 
I write. 

If my request is exorbitant [gJrant me at least one favor 
believe me eternally immutably yours --

York May 25, 1811 
T Jefferson Hogg 
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As you were so obliging as to be interested in my health 
I take the liberty of writing to you. I certainly did not feel 
any ill effects from the fatigue that on such an expedition Cd 

not be felt. I wd certainly have done so had it been in my 
power.-- I can never sufficiently express my gratitude for 
your kindness -- any kindness shewn to my friend, or myself is 
ten times more valuable on account of the perhaps indelible 
stigma weh the liberality of Oxford was pleased to fix upon 
us. IO For a bare speculation upon moral virtue for carrying 
perhaps a little too far some of the arguments of Locke for 
the amusement of a rainy morning without a moments warning 
without even the mockery of a false trial to enrol [sic] 
publickly [sic] two young men amongst those wretches the bane 
of society & enemies of mankind who as the last effusion of 
depravity essayed to banish all restraint all virtue & 
consequently all happiness from earth by publicly denied [sic] 
the existence of a deity" is surely a heavy punishment ever 

R This very rough (and under-punctuated) draft contains 
neither salutation nor signature and ends abruptly as if 
unfinished. I have not transcribed the many canceled passages 
in the SC text. 

9 July 6 is Cameron's conjectured date for Hogg's return 
to York after his fruitless journey to Field Place in the hope 
of seeing Elizabeth. (His sole compensation was the "peep" 
through the window of Warnham Church.) Shelley received the 
revised version of this letter on July 21 at Cwm Elan, where 
he was visiting his cousin, Thomas Grove, and forwarded it to 
his mother at Field Place. Since the mail would have taken 
about three days to reach Cwm Elan from York, Cameron sets 
July 18 as the latest possible date for the composition of 
this draft (SC 2:829). 

10 The canceled passage on "the punishment of Cain" 
mentioned in my Preface occurs at this point. 

II As Cameron indicates, Hogg is trying to hide his own 
atheism, as well as his and Shelley's belief in their own 
arguments, from Shelley's mother (SC 2:827 n. 4). Contrast 
Shelley's refusal to accept recantation as the price for 
reinstatement into the good graces of his family and a steady 
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[sic] for so venial an offense[.] To preclude for ever their 
access to those sources of knowledge weh are open to all 
o[ther]s weh are only to be found at Oxford -- wd alone have 
been too severe a penalty a loss {weh they who inflicted it}12 
weh was best known to be irreparable by those who inflicted it. 
Words [Hogg's italics] even the most solemn protestations are 
in the power of anyone -- & what words can avail weh are 
uttered by a person branded indiscriminately as an Atheist. In 
addition a great deal of plausabity [sic] nay even a kind of 
magic power named sophistry w~ can mislead the judgement or 
even the senses generally forms part of the character of that 
class.-- I severely feel the evil resulting from this opinion 
when an amiable precaution refused the favor of a few moments 
conversation13 even when sought at the risque of violent & 
lasting displeasure in case my friends [i. e. family] had 
discovered my absence.-- I had hoped to remove some prejudices 
weh afflict me deeply. I had hoped to prove that I am not 
entirely depraved & abandoned & to convince [Elizabeth] that 
if I had presumed to hope that my hopes were respectful & 
honorable In this I was cruelly disappointed.-- The refusal 
was so decided I Cd not venture then to hope for mercy so 
decided as almost to exceed justice & compell [sic] me to 
return immediately -- Perfect neglect perfect indifference 
must produce the keenest anguish -- but to be hated despised 
as unprincipled abandoned. But I pause.-- I must confess that 
I am perfectly at a loss how to act -- yet every difficulty is 
an additional stimulus if it is possible to find addi[t]ional 
motives.-- I cannot refrain from presuming upon your kindness 
it was unusual unmerited so is the favor weh I ask The cause is 
animating inspiring to any exertion to whatever is barely 
possible I am equal. Danger of [sic] diff icul ties I am 
unconscious of their existence. If I have your advice I shd 

even presume to hope but I ask too much -- perhaps when you 
are at leisure a line a word wd not be refused.-- surely my 
transgression is not very great surely to admire to love what 
is admirable & amiable is natural -- irresistibly natural.-
the expression of such passions may be sometimes culpable, but 
not when dictated by the most correct honor -- At least nature 

income (Letters 1:368-369). 

12 Evidently Hogg intended to cancel this phrase but 
inadvertently left it standing. 

13 Hogg is referring to Elizabeth I s refusal to see or 
speak to him on his clandestine visit to Field Place (which 
Mrs. Shelley knew of, as this letter shows). 
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feeling reason the general opinion of mankind do not condemn 
it -- if a thousand cruel difficulties present themselves it 
cannot be incorrect to rece[ive] the advice of o[the]rs as to 
how to surmount them it cannot but be kind to give it--. -
That such are my sentiments you at least have penetration to 
discover even when I am disgraced by the name of Atheist.-- I 
must confess I was amused by the recital of the strange 
reports to weh my visit in Sussex gave rise. The truly 
consistent character of an Atheistical [Hoggls italics] 
clergyman was introduced disseminating his doctrines & large 
bundles of printed & mss blasphemies -- In the accident wh has 
added so much to my zeal & so amply rewarded my risque & 
exertions it was stated that this truly reverend divine was 
seen looking through the windows of Warnham Church in a 
treasonable manner nay so lively so inventive is the human 
imagination when once prejudiced that even the innocent oil 
the [ms. torn] w~ covered my head was perverted to 
revolutionary & regicidical [sic] purposes But surely human 
tyranny never went to greater lengths when the whole interest 
of a University was turned to blast every prospect of public 
advancement or domestic happiness.-- What Cd more effectually 
check the career of laudable ambition than this public infamy? 
-- What was more calculated to sow the seeds of domestic 
dissention [sic] to disturb radically the peace of families to 
create discord amongst relations perhaps to sever bonds if 
poss [ible] more sacred! -- An unfounded report is able to 
destroy the reputation of an individual: How can he retrieve 
it? -- An opportunity of evincing by actions how unfounded 
the general censure is can rarely occur and what actions when 
the mind in once prejudic[ed] will not admit of two 
interpretations? I confess I know none wd to God I did.-- But 
surely what is effected by injustice & oppression cannot be of 
long duration. There is & ever has been a principle of natural 
equity in the truth of things weh will not allow truth & honor 
to be overwhelmed. I am conscious of no merit[,] but 
inflexible integrity is in the power of everyone & it is hard 
to suffer as a criminal -- Is it impossible that eventuallY 
[Hoggls italics] what now appears hostile may prove 
advantageous kindness under discouraging circumstances is a 
species of generosity weh cIa im [s] a higher degree of gratitude 
everything is valuable w~ tends to increase such an 
obligation l4 

I-I The manuscript ends abruptly at this point (minus 
punctuation) . 
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• 16 Swift as the father flings his garb aside 
who sees his infant struggling with the tide 

My soul would doff its present homely vest 

Would doff the starry vest of joys long fled 
Would doff the ample robe of sorrows dead 
Thus glaring with the livid hues of woes 
That faded as the long-forsaken rose 

Would weave a subtle garment from that fleece 
Of wch thine own is formed. I wd but wind 
Their vermeil threads to border thy young cheek 

Dear Lady I would be a child of thine 
And I wod nestle in my mother's breast 
My cheek would burn and I wad place the rose 
upon the snow & it wad sure be blest 
The snow would calm but could not wet the rose[.) 
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IS The poem, written in pencil on a note from Shelley 
promising to visit at 4:00, seems to have been inspired by the 
recent birth of Ianthe Shelley, of which the new father 
probably informed his friend during this visit (SC 3:203). The 
verses, which follow no determinable rhyme scheme, are not 
only "maudlin," as Cameron labels them (203), but mildly 
sensual and suggestive as if Hogg is imagining himself in the 
place of the nursing infant. 

16 I have omitted the unintelligible and fragmentary first 
line; the second line is missing from the manuscript. 
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To Miss Shelley of Ellcott House -- Hungerford -- Berks[hire?] 

My dear Madam 
Your letter has taken me back to the Sunny time of 

boyhood "when Thought is Speech -- and Speech is Truth" when 
I was the friend & companion of Shelley at Eton! What brought 
us together in that small world, was I suppose kindred 
feelings, and the predominance of Fancy & Imagination. Many a 
long & happy walk have I had with him in the beautiful 
Neighborhood of dear Old Eton.-- We used to wander for hours 
about Clewer -- Frogmore -- the Park at Windsor -- the Terrace 
-- and I was a delighted & willing listener to his Marvellous 
[sic] stories of fairyland and apparitions, & Spirits & 
haunted ground.-- And his speculations even then (for his Mind 
was far more developed than mine) of the world beyond the 
Grave. 

Another of his favorite rambles was Stoke Park & the 
picturesque church where Gray is said to have written his 
Elegy, of which he [Shelley] was very fond. 

I was myself far too young to form any estimate of 
Character but I loved Shelley for his kindliness and 
affectionate ways.-- He was not made to endure the rough & 
boisterous pastime[s] at Eton -- and his shy & gentle Nature 
was glad to escape far away, to muse over strange fancies, for 
his mind was reflective, & teeming with deep thought. 

His lessons were childs [sic] play to him, & his power of 
Latin versification marvellous [sic]. I think I remember some 
long Work he had even them commenced, but I never saw it. His 
love of Nature was intense, and the sparkling Poetry of his 
Mind Shone out of his sparklingl7 Eye, when he was Dwelling on 
anything good or great. 

He certainly was not happy at Eton -- for his was a 
disposition that needed especial personal superintendance 
[sic] to watch & cherish & direct all his noble aspirations, 
& the remarkable tenderness of his heart. He had great moral 
Courage & feared Nothing but what was base -- false -- & low! 

He never joined in The usual Sports of Boys -- and what 
is remarkable, never went out in a Boat on the river. 

17 Hogg has "speaking eye," which I conjecture to be a 
printer's misreading of Hogg's transcript rather than Hogg's 
misreading of Halliday's original, in which the word is 
perfectly legible. See my discussion of this letter and Hogg's 
use of it in Chapter IV. 
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What I have set down, will be of little use to you, but 
will please you as a sincere & truthful & humble tribute to 
one whose good Name was sadly whispered away. 

Shelley said to me, when leaving Oxford under a Cloud, 
'Halliday [,] I am come to say Goodbye to you, if you are not 
afraid to be seen with me'. 

I saw him once again in the Autumn of 1814 -- in London, 
when he was glad to introduce me to his Wife, I think he said 
he was just come from Ireland. 

You have done quite right in applying to me direct 
And I am only sorry that I have no Anecdote[s] or letters of 
this period to present. IX 

I am yours truly 
Walter S. Halliday 

Glenthorne(?) 
Feb. 7, 1857 

IX Hogg has "furnish," which I again conjecture, 
same reasons, to be a printer's misreading of 
transcript. 

for the 
Hogg's 
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Letter from Peacock to Lady Shelley, Feb. 10, 1857 
(Unpublished) 

Abinger Reel 13 

Dear Lady Shelley, 
I had been thinking of inviting myself to visit you in 

the summer, in pursuance of your kind intimation through Mr. 
Hookham: and I feel very desirous to avail myself of the kind 
invitation which you have now sent to me: but domestic 
circumstances make it extremely doubtful, whether I can leave 
home within the time specified. I do not like delaying to 
answer your kind letter, or to interfere, perhaps to no 
purpose, with our friend Hogg's pre-arranged time. If I can 
manage to come at all, it will be about Tuesday, the 17th, 
while he will be still with you. 

On this point, if you will permit me, I will write again. 
In the meantime, with my kindest regards to Sir Percy, and 
assuring him that Madeira would not be an obstacle, believe 
me, dear Lady Shelley, 

Lower Halliford, 
Chertsey; 
Feb. 10, 1857 

Very sincerely yours, 
T. L. Peacock 



Reminiscences of captain James Kennedy l9 

(Heavily edited version published in HL 572-4) 
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I had just completed my sixteenth year when I joined the 
Depot of the 46u• Regiment at Horsham. I was almost immediately 
introduced to the family of the late Sir Timothy [Shelley 
struck through] then Mr Shelley MP -- whose seat, Field Place, 
was in the immediate neighborhood. By this gentleman and his 
admirable lady I was received and treated as if I had been 
their own child. What a blessing was it for me, with all the 
exuberance of youthful feeling exposed to the horrible 
temptations and dangers incidental to the circumstances of a 
consolodated [sic) Deputy to find a home where a 11 was 
affection, elegance and high breeding -- At this hospitable 
board, my plate was daily laid, and if absent from any cause, 
the dear Head of the house, missing some one kindly enquired 
"who is away -- it is where is he"-- How delightful is the 
remembrance of those happy, happy days. Such companions and 
friends as I found in that household. 

How often, in all my after life, has the vision arisen 
before me of that model of an English Gentleman, of an English 
lady, and of an English family --

I soon became a favorite with the domestics of the 
family, and especia lly with Laker, the Old butler. I found 
that the key to his affections was something in my manner that 
reminded him of Bysshe Shelley, who seemed to have won on the 
hearts of the whole household. Laker once said to his Lady 
[i. e. Mrs. Shelley) -- "How I do I ike young Master Kennedy he 
does so remind me in his ways of Master Bysshe." 

At this time I had not seen Shelley. It had been the 
painful duty of his father to separate him from the family[.) 
[S]uffice it here to say that the earnestness and activity 
wi th which Shelley endeavored to disseminate his peculiar 
opinions imposed upon a parent sensitively [alive struck 
through) apprehensive of the effects of such teaching upon a 

19 See my discussion of this letter or manuscript and 
Hogg's very heavy editing of it in Chapter VI. The run-on 
sentences and other mechanical errors are Kennedy's own. 

20 The abrupt beginning may indicate that the manuscript 
in the Bodleian is incomplete or that it was enclosed with an 
explanatory letter, which was not retained. It appears, 
however, that the missing portion, if any, did not concern 
Shelley. (For Hogg's mutilated version of this document, see 
Chapter VII.) 
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youthful family, the stern obligation of sacrificing the 
natural and affectionate feelings of a warm heart to the 
interests of his other children. Shelley blandly [sic], but 
honestly, adopted those opinions, and his desire for their 
propagation resulted from the erroneous impression that 
principles such as he inculcated were conducive to the mental 
freedom and moral excellancy [sic] of man -- Lady [error for 
Mrs.] Shelley often spoke to me of her son. Her heart yearned 
after him with all the fondness of a Mother's love[.] She saw 
the necessity of her husbands [sic] decree, and acquecsed 
[sic] in its propriety[.] considering [her son's] heinous 
opinions, she comfor[ted] herself by assigning them to the 
most charitable origin. Shelley at this time [June 1814] 
resided, I think, at Marlow, with his first wife, and his then 
only child Ianthe. His father allowed him E300 a year [error 
for E200] a considerable sum from one who was then himself 
only an eldest son, with a young family in course of 
education, a seat in parliament, and a father [Sir Bysshe] by 
no means remarkable for liberality a virtue which 
preeminently distinguished Sir Timothy. It was during the 
absence of Sir Timothy and the three youngest children, that 
the natural desire of Lady [read Mrs.] Shelley to see her son 
induced her to propose that he should pay her a visit. He 
walked from Marlow until within a very few miles of Field 
Place, when a farmer gave him a seat in his travelling cart. 
As they passed along the farmer, ignorant of the quality of 
his companion, amused Bysshe with descriptions of the country 
and its inhabitants. When Field Place came in sight he told 
whose seat it was, and as the most remarkable incident 
connected with the family that Young Master Shelley never went 
to church The poor fellow arrived at Field Place 
exceedingly fatigued, and I came there the following morning 
to meet him. I found him with his mother & two elder sisters!1 
in a small room off the drawing room which we had named 
Confusion hall -- On being introduced, he received me with 
frankness & kindlyness [sic], and at once won my heart. He 
treated me quite as a younger brother, whom he had known from 
childhood. I found myself perfectly at home with him. Before 
our meeting his mother had described me as a warm patriotic 
young Scotchman, whose ire had been excited by the epithet of 
Traitor having been applied to Sir William Wallace. It was, I 
think, a passage in Southey -- the purport of which I had 
misunderstood which had roused my indignation. We had scarcely 
exchanged greetings when Bysshe with the most perfect 

21 Shelley had no "elder sisters." Kennedy means the two 
eldest sisters, Elizabeth and Mary. Hellen, Margaret, and 
John, all younger still, were probably away at schol. 
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calmness, yet earnestly vindicated Southey from my unjust 
accusation, & set me right. I fancy I see him now as he sat by 
the window, & hear his voice the tones of which impressed me 
with the consciousness of unmistakable sincerity & simplicity. 
His resemblance to his sister Elizabeth was as striking as if 
they had been twins. His eyes were most expressive, his 
complexion beautifully fair[,] his features exquisitely fine. 
His hair was dark, and no particular attention to its 
arrangement was manifest. In person, he was slender and 
gentlemanlike, but inclined to stoop. Although his gait was 
decidedly not military I have been since reminded of it by 
that of my honored and lamented Chief Sir Charles James 
Napier. The general appearance indicated great delicacy of 
constitution. One would at once pronounce of him that he was 
something different from other men -- there was an earnestness 
in his manner and such perfect gentleness, good breeding, and 
freedom from everything artificial, as charmed me much -- I 
confess, I was prepared to love him, because I loved his 
family: but in all my long experience I have never met a man 
who more immediately won upon me & I felt at once that I had 
become a favorite.--

The generosity of his disposition & its utter 
unselfishness imposed upon him the necessity of strict self 
denial in personal comforts. The preceding winter had been one 
of the most severe in the memory of man, & the sufferings of 
the poor had been dreadful. Under the influence of much 
benevolence he had devoted much out of his limited income to 
the purchase of blankets for the necessitous the 
consequence was that he was obliged to be most economical in 
his own dress. He, one day asked us how we liked his coat, the 
only one he had brought with him -- We replied that it was 
very nice for it looked as if new. "Well" said he "it is an 
old black coat which I have had done up and smartened with 
metal buttons & velvet collar" --

As it was not desirable that Bysshe's presence in the 
country should be known, we arranged that in walking out he 
should wear my scarlet uniform, in which at that time officers 
generally appeared at quarters, & that I should assume his 
outer garments. So he donned the soldiers [sic] dress and we 
sallied forth. His head was so small remarkably [sic], that, 
though mine be not large the cap came down over his eyes, the 
peak resting on the nose, and had to be stuffed before it 
would fit him -- His hat just stuck on the crown of my head. 
He certainly looked like anything [other] than a soldier. The 
whole metamorphosis was very amusing. He enjoyed it much, & 
made himself perfectly at home in his unwonted garb. We gave 
him the soubriquet of Capt. Jones, under which we used to talk 
of him after his departure. One day, we had to shun (?) a 
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Captain of my regiment whom we saw approaching, & with all our 
care Bysshe's visit could not be kept a secret.--

I remember my first private conversation with him. We 
were alone in the grounds of Strood, the seat of Mr. 
Commerell, I chanced to mention the name of my kind & 
illustrious friend, Sir James Mackintosh, of whom he expressed 
the highest admiration. He told me that Sir James was the 
intimate of one, to whom, as he said, he owed everything: from 
whose book -- the Political Justice -- he had derived all that 
was valuable in knowledge and virtue -- I was most desirous to 
hear all his [Shelley's] opinions & yet I dreaded the power of 
a highly gifted mind over my ignorance & incapacity -- I 
prayed mentally to God -- Bysshe proceeded with eloquence and 
enthusiasm, to announce(?) his peculiar views. They seemed to 
me incomprehensible & exquisitly [sic] metaphysical, & by no 
means clear, precise, or decided on details. He told me he had 
already read the bible in Hebrew three or four times, and he 
was then only twenty two years of age. My impression is that 
he regarded that most blessed book as entirely a human 
production and altogether unworthy of God -- He regarded many 
of the Patriarchs as Monsters of iniquity -- David was the 
object of his peculiar [read particular] abhorrence -- The 
terms & emphasis with which he referred to one passage in the 
history of that distinguished [illegible] still sounds in my 
ears -- My conviction is that Shelley was not at this time an 
Atheist -- He had not, indeed[,] Scriptural views of God -
but he spoke of a supreme Being as one of infinite mercy and 
benevolence, whose unbounded love was utterly irreconcilable 
with the existence of those attributes which the strict 
administration of a righteous and holy law presupposes -
Rejecting revelation, all his notions were derived from what 
he deemed the light of nature -- He admitted that Jesus Christ 
had existed but considered him a mere man although a person of 
great benevolence -- My impression is that Shelley had formed 
to himself no system of belief, and that he had no fixed views 
of spiritual things -- All his materials for the structure of 
[such a system] were lying about in confusion -- All seemed 
wild and fanciful, I asked him what was his opinion as to the 
immortality of the soul and a future state, He replied, that 
he once thought that the surrounding atmosphere was peopled by 
the spirits of the departed -- But he did not say what were 
his opinions at that moment, nor could I discover that he had 
formed any settled conclusion respecting the government of the 
Universe, or the existence of unseen & intangible 
Intelligence. 

I met all his statements; as best I could, but I feared 
inwardly lest I might compromise truth -- He reasoned and 
spoke as a perfect gentleman, & treated my arguments -- boy as 
I was -- with as much consideration and respect as if I had 
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been his equal in ability & attainments -- I confess I enjoyed 
the [obsession struck through] discussion, which lasted so 
long that time was forgotten, and was continued until the 
appearance of his mother and sisters put a stop to it. Lady 
[Mrs.] Shelley having perhaps, at a distance perceived that we 
were intensely engaged in conversation, suspected that he had 
been endeavoring to embue [sic] me with his sentiments, took 
him aside, and expressed a hope that such had not been the 
case.-- He replied "Never mind Kennedy, he has mistaken his 
profession." 

I feel it has been one of the highest compliments that 
has ever been paid me.-- Shelley was one of the most 
sensitively humane beings I ever met. He had a horror of 
taking life, and looked upon it as a crime. On one occasion 
when we were all enjoying ourselves, reading, working, 
sketching & chatting in a Summer house, opposed(?) to which 
was a pond, Bysshe tore up an old copybook, from the leaves of 
which he [launched upon the pond struck through] constructed 
a fleet of paper boats which he launched upon the pond -- With 
eagerness and delight he watched it's [sic] movements -- His 
mother remarked how singular it was that a person of his age 
should enjoy such a childish amusement. ["]Why should you be 
surprised" replied he "Kennedy takes pleasure in shooting -
whither [sic for which] is more innocent his amusement or 
mine[?] I deprive no dam of it's [sic] mate, I spill no blood 
yet I receive pleasure." He read poetry with great emphasis & 
solemnity. One evening he read aloud to us a translation of 
the Cythna and Leonora of Goethe, & to this day I think I hear 
him.--

In music he seemed to delight as a medium of association. 
The tunes that had been favorites in boyhood charmed him. 
There was one which he several times played on the piano, with 
one hand, that seemed to absorb him. It was an exceedingly 
simple air, which I understood his earlier love [Harriet 
Grove] was wont to play to him.--

Poor fellow -- he soon left us and I never saw him 
afterwards. But I can never forget him. It was, I think, his 
last visit to Field Place. He was an amiable gentle being --

I cannot close this subject, without adverting to the 
unwarrantable misrepresentations of the character and conduct 
to[ward] his son, of the late inestimable Sir Timothy, which, 
through certain channels, have made their way into public 
notoriety -- The long life of that venerable patriarch, the 
esteem which followed him to his tomb; the hallowed 
reminiscences which the mention of his honored name call up in 
the minds of the many who loved and knew him well, these 
afford the most distinct contradictions to the calumnies. Sir 
Timothy Shelley was the personification of an English 
gentleman, the Squire of the Olden time.-- His manner, his 
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dress, his whole appearance, indicated this character. Much 
more those noble acts of munificent benevolence which his 
kindly nature would shrink from permitting to meet the public 
eye. I could relate instances were it not that delicacy 
forbids, wherein his generous heart developed itself in acts 
for which many bless him, and which proceed from a source far 
different from that vain and frivolous disposition, which 
vanity would assign to one of the most [illegible] of human 
beings. So far from being austere, he was lively & cheerful, 
full of quaint fun & amiable and playful wit. I do not 
remember to have ever heard a slander from his lips -- He was 
honorable & upright; conscientious and high minded. To me he 
was a second father. How can I forget the lively interest 
which dictated to me counsels of propriety and wisdom, 
indicating the path I should pursue and the advantages which 
the travel & intercourse with the world, incid[ental?] to my 
profession, placed within my reach. His letters were full of 
innocent fun, charming and affectionate, and his conversation 
was always such as endeared him to me. 

During my earliest intercourse with the family, Sir 
Timothy never mentioned his son's name to me. He announced his 
death to me by letter, and afterwards, when we met, he often 
spoke of him. On one occasion he alluded to the agonising 
feelings which poor Bysshe's departure from Oxford had caused 
him. These had at the time, so entirely and exclusively seized 
upon his mind & oppressed his spirit that often times his 
sensibility to external objects was deadened.-- Sir Timothy 
told me that on one occasion, when shooting attended by a 
servant, he suddenly heard a shot which awakened him from a 
reverie[.] He asked the man, who was close to him, why he had 
fired -- He replied "Sir, did you not see the dogs point, or 
hear the noise of the large covey of partridges which sprung 
up around you" No -- his mind was elsewhere. It was with his 
poor son -- Bysshe had an only son, Charles, by his first 
wife. This boy had been placed under the guardianship of his 
grandfather who manifested upon every occasion, the most 
tender regard for the comfort and welfare of his ward -- He 
[Charles] was a [delicate struck through] child of delicate 
constitution -- He had a singular affection for me and his 
great delight was to attend my morning & evening toilet which 
he did regularly. The poor little fellow died at an early age 
and, I [think s truck through] trust is now in a land of 
happiness & peace. 

29 April 1857 
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Hellen Shelley to Lady Shelley, Sept. 29, 18(?)22 
(unpublished) 

Abinger reel 12 

My dearest Niece 
The few lines may give you an idea -- Charles Grove must 

remember Field Place, the garden Wall was attached to the 
present Drawing so one end would be Seen in a Sketch of the 
front -- it was circular -- I have just put it in now it was 
a Virginia Creeper -- we thought all improvements [illegible] 
to speak of and we have kept silence; all the Trees Cut down 
Father burned or destroyed -- Charles G will most likely 
remember Bysshe & John you will(?) Safely deposit the child 
upon the great Boy who made such a flourish with his little 
hand carriage that there was a fine(?) upset in all quarters 
& "Bit" was not to drive Johnnie no more -- I shall be glad to 
hear that your place is more Comfortable just as if Percy 
won't find you out -- Our very best love -- believe me forever 
after(?) 

Sept. 29 th 

Your affectionate 
Hellen Shelley 

Margaret says I have left out some Windows-- but the 
[illegible] as it [illegible] will reply --

22 This letter, which is not part of the series used by 
Hogg in the Life, is extremely difficult to read. Both the 
handwriting and the style are eccentric. 
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My Dear Lady, 
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I arrived at Home on Friday at Seven safely, the box of 
precious papers and the picture being also safe; the latter is 
now hanging again in it's [sic] place on the accustomed wall 

But I was exceedingly fatigued; too tired to smoke a pipe, 
& almost too tired to drink my Tea, so you can judge as well 
as anybody, how tired I must have been.-- The journey was in 
all respects auspicious, so I must ascribe my extreme fatigue 
to the weakness caused by my eternal and infernal Cough, of w~ 
vestiges still remain. It went sorely against my conscience to 
accept your kind offer of the Carriage, & yet I was glad 
afterwards, that I had it; another hour of time & the uneasy 
Omnibus wod have worn me quite out. -- After a night's rest my 
courage returned, & I ventured yesterday morning to face the 
cruel N.E. wind, and to proceed to Chambers.-- And then began 
the routing out of drawers and boxes, just like our searches 
at Boscombe. I found a great many original letters, w~ I had 
not seen for many years, of Shelley and those connected with 
him, & other papers and documents; & on further search, I have 
no doubt I shall meet with more.-- Of these some are 
unimportant; many are interesting; very interesting; highly 
interesting & curious indeed; & they will be transcribed & set 
forth at length; & from others extracts may be made with 
advantage.-- I was too busy all day yesterday to write Letters 
except two or three, on business, wch coO not be delayed; but 
I write you today altho' my Letter will not go until 
tomorrow. -- I know not how it may be with you, but it is 
frightfully cold here; a N.E. wind & occasional showers of 
snow -- I must say that I wish I had a country house at 
Cannes; & that I coo get to it, whenever I pleased, without 
the trouble of travelling thither.-- But to say the truth, if 
I found myself again in the Sweet South, I very much fear that 
I shd remain there; & that such of my friends, be they who 
they might, even Mahomet himself, as might care to see me 
again, must come to the Mountain, for the mountain woo not 
move out of the sunshine. I found Medwin's book here, & I 
thank Mrs. Gibson for her kind attention; I have already begun 
to read it. The book seems to be washy(?), like Tom himself; 
the fair side of his character was, that he was a shallow, 
empty, ignorant pretender & a shocking story teller [read 
liar] ;-- of the darker parts nothing need be said.-- Your 
friend, C. C. [Claire Clairmont], is in London, I am told; she 
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Tertian Ague.-- My family are 
me in kind remembrances and 
Percy and All Friends; I am 

Ever, My Dear Lady, 
Faithfully Your's [sic], 

T. Jeff" Hogg 

"The System of the Universe" 
by Bartholomew Prescott 

8(?) Liverpool, 1823 
& Rivington (?) London 

Letter 2 (partially published in Grylls Mary Shelley, 288) 

My Dear Lady, 
Thanks for the last [i.e. 

have been added to the Store. 
Letters, &c., in due time. 

latest] contributions! They 
I shall be glad to have the 

I was consulted as to Torn [Medwin] 's letter, & what was 
to be done. I advised si lent contempt; to take no notice 
whatever of it. I believe this course was adopted: but I never 
saw the Letter, & shall like to have it.-- I have occupied 
these chambers for 42 years; during all of that time since 
1815, papers have been accumulating, & they have very rarely 
been disturbed. In spite of dust, blacks (?) & cobwebs, I 
persevered to the end; I never had so filthy a job, or such 
dirty hands, before. To review the correspondence of a whole 
life is a serious affair; & too much like the Day of Judgment 
to be agreeable.-- However, I found many important & 
interesting documents, & I hope to find more.-- "The Shelley 
Papers," it appears, were written at the express desire of the 
Madre [Mary], who introduced me to Bulwer for the purpose: & 
they were discontinued to make room for some contributions of 
Lady Blessington's.-- In five & twenty years I had forgotten 
this.-- B[ulwer] omitted many things, & altered the Papers, as 
being too favorable. Possibly I may insert our correspondence 
on the sUbject-- most certainly I shall restore these articles 
to their original state, at least as far as I can. I do not 
wish, or intend, in my own person, to say anything unpleasant 
of Sir Timothy; but documents speak for themselves, & will 
prevent me from painting him, as an amiable & benevolent 
Philosopher, like his son. To falsify documents wo" be to 
injure the faith of history, & to destroy the credit of our 
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book.-- If we concede, & it is granting much, that he had a 
right to be as stingy, oppressive & tyrannical in his own 
family, as he pleased: still there are two acts recorded 
against him in black & white. 

First, he forbid [sic] all Biography of Shelley by Mary, 
under a threat to stop the supplies; & therefore it was, that 
the Memoirs of which you copied the beginning ceased at once, 
& unfortunately forever. Secondly, (& this is perfectly 
atrocious) he refused obstinately for some time to give, or 
lend, a single shilling unless Percy, then a child of three 
years, was immediately given up to him to be brought up at a 
distance from his mother by a person selected by Sir T.-- This 
abominable demand Mary wisely & firmly resisted; I said 
whatever I COd to confirm her in her struggies & resolution, 
& fortunately she prevailed. 

As you know Moxon well, I not at all, it may be most 
expedient, as you kindly suggest, that you sh" speak to him, 
before I see him. 

I am glad that you approve of my proposal to discourse of 
the poor Madre also: in truth, S[helley] and M[ary] were so 
blended in their lives, that I do not well see how their 
Biographies can be separated. I have read Lodore & the first 
volume of Falkner;23 of course, I shall have something to say 
about these works. 

We are now all quite well, & wishful to be kindly 
remembered by Percy and yourself.-- You are "flitting," as we 
say in the North; I hope that you may find pleasure & peace in 
your swiss cottage. It is a sweet spot, & as I apprehend, as 
healthy a nook, as any in the known world. 

with sincere esteem & respect, 

Temple 
Monday 20 ili April, 1857 

I am ever, Dear Lady, 
Faithfully Your's [sic], 

T. Jeff" Hogg 

Letter 3 (partially published in Grylls MS, 288-9) 

Dear Lady, 
The counsels of Mr. John [error for captain James] 

Kennedy are not always directed by "absolute wisdom." However, 
a portion of the last visit to Field Place is not without 
interest, & a line or two, here & there may also be taken 
[i.e. printed in the Life]. The young Sub[altern] was 

D Lodore and Falkner are novels by Mary Shelley. 
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certainly treated with extraordinary kindness for weh he is 
properly grateful, & returns thanks, heartfelt, but in the 
Scotch taste. Part of the encomium most likely is true. 
Timothy M. P. was probably a good master to Old Laker, the 
Butler, not compelling him to decant too close; charitable to 
the poor of the parish of Warnham, & particularly in 
comparison with the company, that Ensign K. had kept at home, 
a man of elegant & polished manners. His [Sir Timothy's] 
treatment of his highly gifted Son is fully exhibited in 
Letters; these we will set forth at full length, nothing shall 
be kept back, so you may dismiss all anxiety on that head; the 
whole truth will appear. 

I have received Mr. K[ennedy] 's contribution with many 
thanks, & I will certainly make use of it; this is my answer, 
for we must not throw cold water upon our Holps [sic]; altho' 
this communication is worth little, others of greater value 
may follow.-- I must say I shd like much to have some talk 
with Those Ladies [Hellen and Margaret Shelley]; I am sure 
they COd give me information, prejudiced, no doubt, but 
useful. 

I shall be glad to come to some arrangement with Mr. 
Moxon, that I may know exactly, how to shape my book.-- Field 
Place, Horsham, Warnham Lake, Church & Churchyard, st. 
Leonard's Forest: I wod willingly see all these places, so as 
to get distinct ideas. It wod not be difficult to go to 
Horsham in the course of the summer & take a look at them. 

On returning home to dinner the day before yesterday, I 
was surprised, rather surprised, than pleased, to find that 
the Portrait had disappeared again from the wall: on inquiring 
I was informed that it had been sent to an engraver, by Mr. 
Trelawney's [sic] desire, to embellish his forthcoming work. 
If I had known this, I wod have prevented it by any excuse, 
but where matters are conducted in an underhand way, we are 
powerless. A Brigand's view of the Poetic Character & 
Temperament is surely a monster of modern times; our 
forefathers had not Jack Shepherd's Life of Milton, or Dick 
Turpin's British Poets.-- Mr. Knox [Trelawny's publisher?], I 
am told, has seen a portion of this elegant work; he esteems 
it highly, with a few flowers from his own pen, it will be 
perfect. When I was in the country last autumn Mr. K[nox] 
thought proper to honour my family by calling upon them.-- I 
must say, I thought this a great liberty; & he has repeated 
his visits, I have been informed. It is not fair thus to abuse 
the facility(?) of Ladies; & for my part I do not like these 
Eavesdropping Medwins: one is never safe with them. 

I help you fairly, fat & lean; I tell you the whole 
Truth, Dear Wrennie, & I am sorry if there is anything 
unpleasant in the latter part of this letter.-- But come what 
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may, fair or foul, one thing at least is quite certain, r will 
not relax my efforts to complete our labour of Love. 

14 May, 1857 
33 Clifton Road 

Letter 4 (unpublished) 

Dear Lady, 

r am ever, Dear Lady, 
Faithfully and Respectfully Your's, 

T. Jeffn Hogg 

I hope the Strawberries & Cream agreed with you all. It 
is a pity Charming Things shu ever disagree with us, but they 
do sometimes. 

So wrennie is now at Horsham! I hope your affairs will 
prove prosperous, & give you as little trouble as possible. 
The Extravaganza came in first; r have looked in vain for a 
report of the race in the Times, so I have still the 
satisfaction of believing; that matters really were as I 
supposed.-- I begin in truth to like our Work: it seems to 
smile at me, to know me already, & to be grateful for my care 
of it; this is a sweet moment for a parent!-- r thought the 
Letters were purely fabrications; You say, they are forged 
copies of real letters. r must look at them again with this 
view.-- r still suspect Him, whom r suspected.-- I do not know 
your address, but I chance a letter to Horsham. You must be 
wellknown there, as being the proprietress of broad lands of 
woods and waters. -- I have addressed very many letters to 
Horsham in my time, but [it] is a long, long, dreary long 
time, since I addressed the last!-- When you have administered 
the Knout to all your Serfs, you will find time for a sketch 
or two; slight sketches to be finished at home hereafter in 
time for the Second and Illustrated Edition of the book.-- You 
are an Angel ready made, & I must try to become one, in order, 
that we may "bear him [Shelley] in our hands, lest he dash his 
foot against a stone." The stones are vulgar people; I must 
keep Him from all contact with these, & so give the world, the 
Life of a Gentleman written by a Gentleman.--

2 July, 1857 
Temple 

Letter 5 (unpublished) 

~---~--------------

I am ever, 
Dearest Lady, 
Your faithful 

Dah 
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Dear Lady, 
I shall be glad to see Mr. Touchet; it is always a 

pleasure to see him.-- I will read the Letters again with 
attention; it will determine, what is to be thought, said, and 
done concerning them.-- As you had so much to do at Horsham, 
I thought, you wod have staid there longer; a week at least.-
I am glad, that the result of your labour was, on the whole, 
satisfactory. 

It is desirable to know the exact state of your affairs, 
especially if there is any temporary embarrassment; by looking 
things boldly in the face, & considering matters maturely, you 
will soon extricate yourself from all difficulties; for you 
are a right-good wrennie.-- Sir Timothy ought to have kept the 
Farms in good order; it was his bounden duty; he behaved very 
shabbily also about the Timber.-- How is it possible to set 
forth to the world, as an Angel of Goodness, a person, whose 
whole conduct was so mean & sordid? 

with regard to repairs, I have invariably found, that to 
do within the year one half of what was required, was 
sufficient & satisfactory. -- To repair without estimates, 
actual personal supervision & inspection, & other precautions, 
is absolutely ruinous.-- I am convinced, that you ought to 
pass some time in the autumn in the neighborhood of your 
Estates; the Master's eye makes the horse fat, & the land fat, 
& what is most to your purpose at present, the Rents fat. You 
have only to say, it must be so, & it will be so.-- Who, do 
you think, can resist You -- when you are in the right? -- I 
have no doubt, that some day, I shall see children, fair & fat 
ones, around our Friendly table.-- Not after you have fallen 
asleep, but [while you] are wide awake; while you are wider 
awake than ever, for it will be more necessary then.--

It wod be treason to beauty to doubt, that such an 
attractive young creature will obtain her wish at last:-- but 
you must not disbelieve and despond; you must believe, have 
confidence, faith, & you will triumph at last.-- But mind, 
when they arrive, make them wear Caps! the race of bald
headed, bare-headed babies is frightful! sucking Turnips. You 
& I both wore handsome laced Caps, & how pretty we looked in 
them! I had a smart Rosette in front, you modestly wore your's 
[sic] on the side! I saw my best baby cap, the Christening 
Cap, not many years ago; the Lace had turned yellow, brown 
indeed; but it was still handsome. -- I have several more 
things to say to you, but at the present moment I forget what 
they are -- besides, I am rather busy today. 

I am ever, Dearest Lady, with sincere respect, 

Temple 

Your faithful, 
Dah 
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Thursday, 9~ July, 1857 

Letter 6 (partially published in Grylls, MS 289) 

Dear Lady, 
Mr. Touchet called yesterday; fortunately we were all at 

home. -- We all think, that he is looking very well. He spoke 
of your accident with the regret wch everyone must feel. -- Your 
decision about the Letters is judicious; when I have the 
happiness to visit you, I will read them with attention. 

It is exceedingly hot; I prefer more moderate weather, 
but heat is far less injurious to me, than cold. 

Your bathing must be very refreshing, & most beneficial; 
sea-bathing never agreed with me. We are bound to rejoice, 
that Our Friend [Sir Percy] is so happy; his amusements must 
be charming indeed, since he finds them more agreeable, than 
your society.-- Mr. Gibson no doubt is highly gratified; as it 
was likely to be some time before I COd drink his health in 
the Prize cup, I drank it [in] a wineglass on the day, when 
the "glorious News" arrived. I have heard nothing of the 
sisters of the Divine Poet. Are they Jilts, like Miss 
Magdalene Smith?-- There was no harm whatever in poisoning 
such a fellow; but the fair, impenitent Magdalene ought not to 
have encouraged him.-- A girl has no right to marry a Rat, & 
then to poison him; to give him a little arsenic, without any 
previous courtship, is not only innocent, but laudable!-- The 
story of your accident gave me pain; such shocks are on all 
accounts to be avoided. They are not at all eligible(?) for a 
man; a woman is only too likely to suffer from them cruelly.-
If you had been killed, it WU have been small consolation to 
your Friends to know, that it was entirely your own fault. A 
Pony is apt to be intractable, & all carriage[s] require much 
care & caution. What a grievous thing it wd have been to have 
had to hoist you about, a poor, lame, suffering girl for life! 

But we will not speak of such horrors; Dearest wrennie; 
or even think of them. I read the French Novel wch you lent 
me, La Demoiselle au Cinquienne; or some such title, & I was 
amused by it. Some scenes are admirable, but the conclusion is 
odious, detestable.-- In truth, I cannot like profligacy; it 
is bad to practice it, & worse to write about it.-- What do 
you read yourself, you have not told me? I began [Mary's 
novel] Perkin Warbeck, but indeed I do not care about "the 
Roses [i.e. the Houses of York and Lancaster]," altho' I have 
looked all my life upon that famous garden [Yorkshire], where 
they grew & were gathered.-- I get on slowly, 0 so slowly! 
with [Bulwer's novel] The Last Days of Pompeii; say you have 
read it thro', to encourage me. -- Libera I or Conservative; 
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chosen or rejected; Knight, Baronet, or Esquire; Lytton 
Bulwer, or Bulwer Lytton; it is always the same thing; 
Selfconceit the most insufferable! with kind regards. I am 
ever, Dear Lady, 

Temple, The Morrow of st. swithun, 
who rained not. [July 16] 1857 

Your faithful, 
Dah 

Letter 7 (partially published in Grylls MS, 289) 

Dearest Wrennie, 
I am too often right in my apprehensions for my Friends; 

I was pained at not hearing from you, because I feared, that 
you were suffering from your accident, & I am sorry to find, 
that my fears were well-founded.--Pray, be more cautious in 
future! 

I am grieved at Mr. Touchet's woes; such a Catastrophe is 
shocking indeed! I remember Sophia Elton. 

You write so economically of the sin & danger of giving 
Ten Guineas for a new bonnet, that you have become quite 
edifying. It would be very wrong to grudge any sum, wch you 
might choose to spend on a bonnet, since you w" become it so 
well. Although you wod doubtless be very attractive with a 
coloured cotton handkerchief tied round your head, without a 
sixpence, like a French Bonne. 

The weather has been surprisingly fine, but often very 
hot, so as to prevent much going about, therefore I COd not 
return Mr. Touchet's call; a neglect, which I hope his 
magnanimity will pardon. Otherwise, I have not suffered any 
inconvenience from the heat, our situation being airy, & for 
the summer favourable. 

I have been writing away for you very hard; Oh! so hard! 
I have sometimes fancied, too hard, so as to begin to feel 
rather nervous. 

I shall be happy to visit you, as you propose, on 
returning from my Northern Progress.-- And if you do not go to 
the Matrimonial trip, and to your other trips at present, I 
sha 11 be g lad to see the Sea aga in, & the flowers, & more 
especially to take another look at Wrennie, before I behold 
once more the ladies on the Sand Hill, in canny Newcastle. 

If I succeed in making Our Book, as good as I desire, you 
will say, that I am 'such a love! ,-- But I shall regret, if I 
am obliged to finish the First Part [i. e. the first two 
volumes, covering the years 1792-1814], without having seen 
those calm & severe virgins, the sisters of the Divine Poet; 
to whom, as to two of the Muses, I ought to look for 
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inspiration.-- I shall remain quietly in & about my Windsor 
chair in Clifton Road, until the beginning of September, & I 
will obey your commands, whatever they may be. My book will 
fully demonstrate, that I have never been afraid of a Gipsy 
Life, or of any other kind of Life, so that I COd enjoy the 
society of my Friends. 

with kind regards to Percy, I am ever, Dearest Lady, with 
sincere respect, 

Temple 
Thursday, 30 July, 1857 

Letter 8 (unpublished) 

Dearest Lady, 

Your faithful 
Dah 

I will come to you without fail on Monday the 171h 

Instant. It will be a great pleasure to me, I assure you, to 
enjoy your agreeable society for a while before my journey to 
the North. 

Summer & Strawberries, Green Fields & Flowers; my 
earliest associations with bare floors are all charming!-
King George & Queen Charlotte always had the carpets taken up 
& the curtains taken down & put away during the summer; & all 
steady going, old-fashioned people, my papa & mamma amongst 
them, did the like, when I was a child.-- So your naked house 
will carry my fancy & my recollections back very pleasantly 
for fifty years at the least.-- The most seasonable & much 
desired rain has made the temperature cool & refreshing. Your 
spirits will rise, as the thermometer falls; you must have 
been relaxed(?) by the excessive heat, & so deprived of your 
accustomed cheerfulness.-- To have remained on deck all day on 
the glittering sea & in the burning sun; our Friend [sir 
Percy] will be as sun-burnt, as a Greek pirate; we only want 
Byron to make him the hero of an amatory poem: his heroes were 
all much tanned. 

I will bring some paper with me & a few notes, but no 
lumbering(?) books, & will write a few pages of such portions 
of the narrative, as are to come out of my own head; but I 
shall consider my time entirely at your disposal, & I shall be 
happy to do whatever you may propose at a 11 times. -- Mr. 
Touchet's sorrows, I hope, will not prevent him [sic] driving 
over now & then to increase our joys.-- My females [Jane and 
Prudential talk of going to st. George's Church on Wednesday 
to see Emily's wedding, as they saw Wrennie's. I will tell you 
what they say about it. 
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Charlotte Bronte's Life was read by all here attentively, 
except myself; I had only time to look it over. "It is 
interesting, but sad," you characterize it well. I remember 
the aspect of the ugly, bleak country; I have often seen it in 
travelling between Leeds, & Manchester.-- I get on with my 
task very well; I think, I must have written one of the two 
vol[ume]s, but I have not completed any portion yet; there are 
great gaps to be filled up. All here unite in best wishes, 
Dear Lady, 

I am ever, with sincere regard, 

SatY [Saturday] 
8 Aug. 1857 
33 Clifton Road 

Letter 9 (unpublished) 

Dearest Lady, 

Your faithful 
Dah 

I will take a Fly at Christchurch, as you direct. The 
journey is never the most agreeable part of a visit; however, 
travelling is less inconvenient in summer, than in winter. I 
am grieved, that you have been so unwell; if I do not find you 
much better on Monday, I shall be sad at heart.-- They [Hogg's 
"females"] went to the Wedding. The day was auspicious; the 
Church filled with the curious, & the Bridal fairly(?) large. 
The bride & her maids wore white silk with green introduced, 
w~ had a good effect. She [the bride] is pretty, but looks 
dull & slow; the Bridegroom is a lout, a complete young 
Barnacle(?) of the Circumlocution Office.-- The Ellcott 
Virgins [Hellen and Margaret Shelley] were elegantly dressed, 
but they looked fat & dumpy. Their portraits do not indicate 
this; is it indeed possible, that the sisters of a Divine Poet 
can look fat & dumpy?-- The crying was overdone: the father 
cried, the mother cried, the parson cried. All piped; they 
piped all hands to the pumps!-- I have been writing official 
letters to the authorities in Northumberland.-- I am to go 
thither again, & I hope to live to write to you from those 
distant regions & to tell you, how I am getting on, & how the 
"Bell forever!" people use me. 

To our surprise, S[helley] 's picture was sent back to us 
Saturday, & Mr. Trelawney [sic] called yesterday, I did not 
see him; nor have I heard what he said: I dare not ask for 
fear of being snubbed, because I do not admire the Buccanier 
[sic] so much as I ought. Mind you get well, Wrennie, & 
believe [me] ever 

----------_._._------ -----.---- _.-
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Your faithful 
Dah 

Letter 10 (partially published in Grylls MS, 290) 

Dearest Lady, 
Many thanks for two very kind Letters! The last is 

perfectly satisfactory; I will take care then, that Mr. Moxon 
shall have both vol[ume]s if [possible, by the first of 
Jan[uar]y; certainly the first volume at that time & the 
second shortly afterwards. I will take such papers, as I shall 
require, to the North with me & will write away during my 
absence from Town, as diligently, as business will permit. I 
have now arrived at a delicate and difficult part of my task, 
but wch is also a most interesting period; if I treat it 
successfully, as I hope I may, I shall be truly gratified.-
We are quite agreed that Our Book must be amusing. I shall 
name as few persons, as possible, scarcely anybody indeed, 
except the members of his own family in the first edition; if 
it shall appear, that people are content with the manner, in 
wcll they have been treated, it will be easy to supply the names 
in a subsequent edition.-- The sudden change of temperature 
gave a most severe Cold to many of my acquaintance, to all my 
family and myself.-- Whenever I have had a cough, or cold, of 
late, it has been accompanied by a pain in the chest; this I 
do not like, but I will take it kindly, as it is meant,-- as 
a hint to take care of myself.--

I sent for the sheet of yellow paper; it contained some 
of the photographs, W<h you had given me.-- The fair Maids of 
Ellcott [Hellen and Margaret Shelley] are delightful!-- We 
must have the Poet's sisters framed & glazed, & if anyone shd 

ask, who are these Ladies, we will answer, 'They are two of 
the Muses'. -- There is a considerable defect in Shelley's 
~ight eye; does it extend to the whole impression, or exist 
only in illY specimen?-- Prudentia was disappointed at not 
finding Percy; as I promised; she says, that will never do; we 
must have a good 1 ikeness of Percy, & frame it! -- I sha 11 
start betimes on Monday, & my abode will be uncertain for some 
days; however, I shall certainly be at Hexham in a week, or 
ten days; & if you will address me there, it will be a great 
pleasure to hear from you, & I will let you know, how 
Biography prospers in the North, & how the 'Hinnies' use me. 
Direct to me, 

Revising Barrister, 
White Hart, 
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I know stockport well; I stayed there for some time, 
officially, as a corporation commissioner. It is not much like 
Boscombe, yet it is curious to observe, how small & 
insignificant Father Mervey(?) is there, who is so large & 
majestic at Liverpool. The Prin[illegible] too are well worth 
seeing; if you never saw them, they well repay a visit.-- On 
my Municipal tour I stayed also at M[ illegible] & 
[illegible]leton, & indeed at every town in Cheshire.--

I am anxious for your success at Horsham, & I shall be glad to 
be informed of it; surely you will be able without much 
difficulty to put matters of finance on a right footing! 

Give my love to the May Girl, & tell her I shall be glad 
to see her again. with kind regards to our fellow travellers, 
I am ever, 

Temple 
Thursday, 10, sept. 1857 

Letter 11 (unpublished) 

Dearest Lady, 

Dearest Wrennie, 
Your faithful 

Dah 

Hexham 26 sept. 1857 

I found your amiable & agreeable Letter here yesterday on 
my return from holding a Court at Stamfordham (?) I was 
doubting the truth of what Dr. Johnson said, that the greatest 
pleasure in life is rattling along the road in a Post Chaise. 

I was glad to learn that you are well & happy; your 
little tour will do you good, & when you settle again for a 
while at your charming House, the change will make it still 
more pleasant. I left London on Monday, 14~ Sept., & I have 
had delightful weather [illegible]; this is a perfect day. I 
have heard once only from my family; they are on a visit in 
Suffolk. The young people amuse themselves by fishing in the 
Ponds; it seems surprising to Prudentia to see fish fried at 
dinner, W"h only a few hours before she saw drawn alive out of 
the water. Having always lived in London, she may well suppose 
that [illegible] are produced on the marble of the fishmonger, 
as cauliflour [sic] is grown on the counter of the 
greengrocer. The old bird considers, I suppose, sloping(?) of 
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collars, if it be cut this way, it will do very well, but if 
that there will be another breadth for the skirt. I am glad, 
that you are [were?] so well satisfied with the Hellens & 
Margarets. -- I know, that Harr iet Grove married i married 
immediately after the rej ection; the motive of weh , I 
apprehend, was, that she had a more advantageous offer; but I 
did not know, that she was alive. She was a heartless wretch, 
& wod not have made him happy, as you certainly made his son; 
neither wod living amongst whole flocks of common-place 
cousins have suited him. On all accounts it was better, as it 
was. I will think favourably of what you say about the 
[illegible]. I have had but little time for writing, however 
I have written a few pages, & on delicate & attractive 
subjects. I trust, that they will be found to be not without 
interest. I have been troubled since I have been in the North 
with painful hints of Gout, but I am better now. An old man 
can do very well but he requires encouragement, being but too 
apt to fall into languor & inaction. There are interruptions 
& distractions here in plenty, but no encouragements; the 
people are not nice(?); narrowminded(?); illiberal; I doubt if 
there be a single person in the county of Northumberland who 
has even heard the name of Shelley.-- This is a sweet spot, I 
am always sorry to leave it; but you know Hexham, I dare say. 
On Monday I go to Newcastle, to the Turk's Head, & I shall 
remain there until this day week; then for Berwick upon Tweed, 
at the King's Arms; & on the 6th Oct. I sha 11 take up my 
quarters at the Blue Bell, Belford, where I shall sojourn 
nearly a week.-- If you find leisure to address me, the 
revising Barrister, at any of these places, your letter will 
revive me, whom illiberality & ill manners will have caused to 
droop; & I will faithfully inform you of the further progress 
of Our work, at w~ I will labour steadily, as far as business 
permits, & will not [illegible]. I hope Our Friend [Sir Percy] 
finds amusement, one, who has no fixed occupation, does not 
live half a life. On Thursday next the Pheasants come(?) on; 
it is fine sport to bring down a pheasant, & these beautiful 
birds haunt the borders of woods, & quiet, secluded places. I 
have a most agreeable recollection of my last visit to 
Boscombe; but it was fearfully hot, it WO'I be pleasanter there 
now. You will be better at Brighton than at Horsham: Brighton 
seemed to be a nice place, but I was only once there, for 
about two hours & many years ago; in 1816.-- Since I began to 
write the postman brought me a letter from my daughter[;] she 
is quite well, but much displeased, that a fine pomegranate, 
weh grew where she is stay ing, has been ki lIed by being 
removed, however she adds "I was very glad to hear, that my 
Cockatoos looked well & as happy as COd be expected in my 
absence." 
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with kind regards, I remain ever, Dear Wrennie, with 
sincere esteem, 

Saturday, 26 Sept. [1857] 

Letter 12 (unpublished) 

Dearest Lady, 

Your faithful 
Dah 

I received your very kind & most agreeable letter the day 
before yesterday, & altho' I have nothing particular to tell 
you, I write again soon(?), because I do not know your address 
at Brighton. You give me excellent advice, & I will follow it, 
so far as I can. Indeed I am somewhat better than I was, when 
I first entered this county. I sometimes fancy, that a service 
of Twenty years in a wearisome occupation is long enough, that 
I am entitled to have something better, & ought to ask for it: 
but what to ask for, & whether I shd get it, I know not; & 
thus we weare?) life away!-- I have just returned from 
revising the borough of Lynemouth, & with that performance 
have finished one half of my duties, the Southern Division of 
the county; I am to begin the Northern on Monday. It has not 
been dusty(?) here this time, but dry & fine; in general a 
[illegible], & the pure [illegible] is overspread with 
Warren's Blacking.-- I am never sorry to quit Newcastle; it is 
impossible to be so. Tomorrow morning I am to go to Berwick, 
& on Wednesday to the Blue Bell, Belford, where I am to remain 
until Monday week, 12~ Inst'.-- Pray, inform me, how I am to 
direct to you at Brighton; you will stay there some time, I 
suppose; & then I can write to you, whenever I please. I have 
not had much leisure hitherto;, however, I have made some 
little progress with our book notwithstanding. I have 
contrived to write some pleasing & varied scenes, interweaving 
them together, like Eastern tales, or in the manner of 
Ariosto. Your description of your noble mansion at Battle 
makes me curious & desirous to see it; the rooms are so large, 
that me & women look like insects; & [illegible] about the 
spacious drawing room, 1 ike a Lady bird! A Dowdy cow, tha t 
creature is sometimes called in the North: do you know 
[illegible]? When I was a [illegible], I burnt a good deal of 
best (?) Battle powder, & that is all my acquaintance with 
Battle. But do not go too near the Powder Mills, Dearest 
Wrennie, lest you sh" be blown up. -- It is a long time since 
I saw John & Charles Grove, full forty six years.-- The former 
was not agreeable, but I thought Charles a good natured 
fellow(?) Little Matter of fact [i.e. Charles] certainly did 
not comprehend his Poet-cousin. I do not admire Railway 
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travelling, nor Railway stations: the cold wind, that blows 
right through the stations in the North is cruel.-- To tell 
you the plain truth, I am so horribly tired, that even writing 
to you does not invigorate me; if I am to live till dinner, 
viz. an hour longer, I must go into the Yard and take a Pipe. 
with kind regards, I am ever, Dearest Lady 

Friday, 
2d Oct. 1857 
Newcastle 

Letter 13 (unpublished) 

Dearest Lady, 

Your Faithful 
Dah 

London, 12 Nov. 1857 

In the name of God, the all merciful! It is ironing day!
- It is also Our Friend's [sir Percy's] Birthday. Many Happy 
Returns! We will not forget to drink his Health; we have never 
failed yet. 

The Poet not unfrequently sat up all night, as I have had 
occasion to state. If I COd have foretold, that he wod have a 
Son, for an ingrossing [sic] object given to sit up for two 
nights together, he wod have been charmed--with the hereditary 
enthusiasm. But if I had added, that the ingrossing object was 
the Brewing of strong beer, & that the enthusiast cheered 
himself during the watches of the night with half a dozen 
pipes of Bird's eye & as many cigars, I fear an ethical nature 
wod not be quite so proud of so material a being, as we are! 

I have been at Home a week; your agreeable letter exactly 
describes the state of things. The House has been painted, 
papered & furnished in a neat, modest way that suits well any 
unpretending sense(?) of life & quiet habits. It has been nice 
& warm, until this morning, when the thermometer stood at 31 
[degrees] at 9 o'clock; milder weather suits me better.-- Have 
you read Jane Eyre? I am now reading it, & I am much pleased 
& interested with it. It is clever, original & unlike anything 
else. Altho' I boast thus of my extensive reading, you must 
not suppose, that I neglect my duty on that account; No! I 
write diligently during the morning, & I cannot see well to 
write by candlelight, besides I get tired. 

You said something about Illustrations, not having your 
letter at hand, I do not exactly know what; but whatever you 
please to direct in that respect will be right & quite 
satisfactory to myself. It appears to be easier to build a 
yatch [sic for yacht], than to sell one; however as you say, 
'it will go off in the spring'. People do not want a yatch 
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[sic] in the winter; certainly I do not.-- Do you know 
whittleson Mere, a lake nine miles long near Stilton(?)? I shd 

rather ask, did you know it, for it has been drained, & is dry 
now. Well, a friend of mine, rather an eccentric character, no 
doubt, lived two years in his yatch [sic] on the Mere, all the 
year round, summer & winter.-- If ever you are to have the 
benefit of your beautiful yass(?), it ought to be in these 
long nights & short, dark days. I shd not see any the worse my 
way to address you, if I had one of your bright burners now 
blazing away at my desk.-- I fell short of pens during my 
Northern Progress, & when I was at Alnwick, I went into a shop 
to buy some. A handsome, bright eyed girl showed me some steel 
pens.-- These are very superior; they are double elastic; I 
wod not deceive you, Sir, I assure you!-- I never suspected, 
that she wod deceive me; the charming sex never do. They 
proved very good pens; & let us hope, that, with thei r 
assistance we may be able to produce a handsome bright-eyed, 
very superior, double-elastic book, that will deceive no one.-

But to stray even in imagination to Alnwick (?), three 
hundred miles & farther to the North, is surely inexpedient at 
this season; let us stick to the South; to the sweet South!-
I am ever, Dear Wrennie, 

Temple, Thursday [Nov. 12, 1857] 

Your Faithful 
Dah 

Letter 14 (partially published in Grylls MS, 290) 

London, 12 Dec. 1857 
Dearest Lady, 

They [Hellen and Margaret Shelley] are two charming 
persons, that is quite certain; worthy in every respect to be 
the sisters of my incomparable friend! I am so happy to have 
seen them, & I greatly desire to see them again; to have a 
good spell of their society. They spoke of You with great 
esteem & regard, & this alone was enough to produce a 
favorable impression. 

They came rather before twelve, & we were sitting talking 
so nicely; we agreed so nicely in everything, & they told me 
many things; but most unfortunately, at half past twelve, that 
rascal, [Thomas) Hookham, came; I had him shewn into another 
room, but supposing I was particularly wanted, the ladies were 
too polite, notwithstanding my assurances to the contrary, to 
remain more than a quarter of an hour longer; & so the little 
Imp [Hookham) cut six pages at least out of my book!-- There 
is something weird about them [Shelley's sisters); as there 
ought to be.-- So tall, so thin, so straight; such little 
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round heads, such little faces, small features, & large, wild, 
staring eyes, like Bysshe; at once young & old, but rather 
young, than old! They are fit sisters for a poet & a 
necromancer.-- The miniature [of Hellen and Margaret as young 
women (?)] is like & unlike; to common apprehensions it is 
like, but it does not make them look sufficiently like 
Enchantresses; they do not look in the portrait, as if they 
were able to turn you into a milk-white kid & Percy into a 
statue of Black marble, ~h, no doubt, they COd do easily, if 
they pleased. 

Now for Hookham, & be hanged to him. He produced a letter 
from Percy. The Letters, he said, were found among the papers 
of the Currer family, & are undoubted originals; they are not 
very important. The sale will take place in a week; the 
Shelley papers will be put up in one lot; it may be had, he 
thinks, for £5; it is well worth that, [Hookham said, 1 but not 
more. 'Then bid Five Pounds for it, unless you shall 
previously hear anything to the contrary from Sir P [ercy] 
S[helley]' [I answered]. To this he consented, rejoicing.-- If 
you get the Letters for so small a sum, whatever they may be, 
it will be a bargain; if they fetch more, it matters not.-- I 
was afraid he wod begin about the pUblication of S[helleYJ's 
letters to himself, but being sensible, that he had acted 
foolishly, he had the grace to hold his tongue. 

I get on rapidly with Our Book; & I trust, I shall finish 
it soon--the first part [Volumes I and II], I mean. It has 
taken complete possession of my mind, so that I even dream 
about it.-- I compose such lovely paragraphs in my sleep; I 
wake, & try to recall them, but in vain.-- However, it will be 
a love of a book, that is certain; it is equally certain, that 
I shall fall sick, languish & die, shd there be any hitch in 
the publication, sh d a word, a syllable, be omitted, or 
altered.-- Remember us all kindly to the Churchgoers. 

The Lumbago is gone by this time, surely! Ever, Dearest 
Wrennie, 

33 Clifton Road 

Letter 15 (unpublished) 

Dear Percy, 

Faithfully Yours, 
Dah 

I think it will be best to get another publ isher, if 
possible; we may do better, but we cannot well be worse off. 

There was something in the fellow's [i.e. Moxon's] 
manner, welt I did not I ike. 1 certainly did not understand, 
that he had promised to print T [relawny] 's work. On the 
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contrary, that he said he thought it wod not come to 
anything. 24 

If he calls on me, I will see him, but I am not at all 
inclined to go to him. 

until we have secured another publisher, I imagine, it 
will be most prudent to let him alone. 

He ought not to pirate my S[helley] Papers, or the 
Journal of [Edward Williams], or even your Portrait to grace 
the front of his book; but I suppose they will consider them 
all lawful prize. It will be a nasty book, I fear, with an 
odious account of the burning, &c. 

They must be a base set! I wonder how many, & who, are in 
it? 

In a few days, in the course of next week most assuredly, 
I shall write the last page of my book.-- I still have to put 
it together & fill up a few chasms, but that will not take 
long. It will be ready at, or about, the time proposed. If we 
COd only get it out immediately, I think it wod tell.-- The 
vast number & the interest of Your Father's Letters, 
independent of all other considerations, wod give it a decided 
mastery over every other attempt. 

The first part being fairly launched, I cod then go on 
satisfactorily with the second [part]. 

I have done my part, & I think, I have done it well; & I 
hope you will find me a publisher. 

Love to wrennie. 

33 Clifton Road 
19th Dec. 1857 

Letter 16 (Published in Grylls MS, 291) 

Dear wrennie, 

Yours faithfully, 
T. J. ffR Hogg 

It is all right! I have just had Moxon. He is in a very 
good temper of mind; full of zeal & good hopes. He has been 
ill, & indeed looks ill, & his brother, partner & manager of 
his concern, is laid up with an abscess. He made, & desires to 
be made, every apology to Sir Percy, for his inevitable delay 
& apparent inattention.-- He put the portrait &c. this day 
into the Engraver's hands, not being able to go to him before. 

He will send for the MS on the first of January, & begin 
to print it immediately; we may rely upon it, all will be 
ready for the season. He said nothing about T[relawny] 's book, 

24 See Moxon's letter to Sir Percy, below. 
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& as the subject is not a pleasing one, I did not mention it. 
Let us hope, that it [Trelawny' s book] will only serve 
stimulate curiosity, & let us confidently trust, that the 
noontide splendor of Our glorious luminary will at once quench 
& render forever invisible that faint, feeble, twinkling star! 
If he [Moxon] keeps up to the mark, wch he now indicates, all, 
as I said, is right.--

So a Merry xtmas. 

Clifton Road 
xtmas Eve, 1857 

Letter 17 (unpublished) 

Dearest Lady, 

Ever Your faithful 
Dah 

London, 11 Jan' 1858 

The Blue Ball was a success indeed; you only wanted the 
presence of Undine!-- I shall be happy to see you again, 
especially if you tell me any thing agreeable. I have not seen 
you since the day [August 17, 1857?], when I was thoroughly 
baked in the Omnibus, that I have been somewhat crusty ever 
since.-- But so long a journey at this season is a strange 
remedy for Lumbago, is it not?-- The printing goes off 
briskly; I have received Proofs several times, & I have 
corrected & returned them. On Twelfth Day [January 6] the 
Printer, a respectful & respectable man, called to inquire, if 
I was satisfied with his work? It is impossible to be 
otherwise. It is a handsome square page, & it will be quite a 
Gentleman's book; & such Our Book ought to be, that, it may be 
read by persons in his [Shelley's] own situation in life. It 
will succeed, I trust; I shall gain Immortality, & a couple of 
thousand friends, w~ you tell me is legitimate gain. It will 
certainly succeed, if I can exclude all interference. I gave 
the strictest injunctions, that no person whatever is to see 
the MS, or any part of it, &, no doubt, these will be properly 
attended to. At present it is divided among many compositors, 
& consequently out of the reach of restless(?) & officious 
curiosity, or intermeddling.-- I have a severe Cold & Cough, 
but no Inf luenza, wch notwithstanding its pretty Spanish name, 
is an odious complaint. with kind regards to Percy, I am ever, 

Temple 
Washing Day [Jan. 11, 1858] 

Dear Wrennie 
Your faithful 

Dah 
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Letter 18 (unpublished) 

London 14 Feb. 1858 
Dearest Lady, 

I very much regret, that your last journey to London was 
terminated in so abrupt & painful a manner. It is very hard; 
your vocation(?) is to be engaging in every way, & with this 
unfortunately ill health interferes most cruelly. However, by 
this time, I hope, that you are quite yourself again, that is 
to say, as charming as ever, & that all lumbagoes & embargoes 
are taken off. 

Printing proceeds steadily; I am well content with Our 
Book, when I read it in print; & I feel(?) fully convinced, 
that it will answer effectually the end proposed. If you are 
pleased with it, & I cannot doubt, that you will be, I shall 
be sufficiently repaid for my trouble. You are as good as 
gold, Dearest Wrennie; faithful & true, & you help me steadily 
in my labourious task.-- The box is a great find indeed, & 
will afford most valuable assistance. As you justly observe, 
"these papers are invaluable in the way of information, & you 
will have to read them all, & make notes." If you think 
proper, after you have studied the contents sufficiently, to 
send the box to me, it will be quite safe here; it will always 
be kept locked(?) I will not show the papers to anyone, I will 
not even mention them. Altho' you may consider it a 
superfluous & exclusive precaution, I will not so much as 
communicate them to your confidential Friend, Mr. Trelawny.-
I heard that Godwin kept a journal & had written his own Life, 
but as you had them not, I supposed that they been destroyed. 
There must have been something chivalrous in the character of 
a little man, who co" get upon the scraper to kiss a tall 
woman at her own door. Were you ever in a scrape? No, never! 
But I was once upon a scraper, & that is the next thing to 
it!-- Besides, the lovely & prudent Mrs Inchbald refused to 
admit him, declaring, I have been assured, that he was a 
dangerous man.-- We cannot get rid of our coughs & colds, I am 
sorry to say. My cough is troublesome, but not nearly so 
severe, as it was last year; if I get thro' the winter without 
more suffering, I shall be content. with kind regards to 
Percy, I am ever, Dear Wrennie, 

33 Clifton Road, 
Sunday, st. Valentine 

Your faithful Dah 

Stray page, possible postscript to Letter 18 (unpublished) 
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It is odious to have to do with lawyers, their course is 
tedious & devious(?). The Master of The Muffins & Crumpets, no 
doubt, is as tiresome as the rest; &, in truth, little 
Humility looks doughy & pasty, like a baker's man. The Master 
of the Rolls is all very well, but commend me, at tea timer, 
to the Master of the Singing Hinnies; I am always ready to go 
before him. 

I have just finished 'The Robertses', by Mrs. [sic for 
Mr.] Trollope, a vulgar but rather amusing book; & I am midway 
in 'Alice', by Bulwer, weh is interesting. Do not forget your 
Pancakes on Tuesday, or you will have no luck. Collop(?) 
Monday is not a festival in the South, but we use to observe 
it in the North, you know-- [Page ends here.] 

Letter 19 (unpublished) 

Dear Percy, 
If you will send me a copy of Mr. Godwin's Letter from 

Lymouth [sic] immediately, it will be in time, & shall be 
inserted into proper place; it will be an agreeable addition. 
When Harmatopous his book arrives, I will read it; I will 
judge, whether there is anything in it requiring a departure 
from the judicious course of silent contempt, for we must not 
forget, that by noticing unworthy persons we give them an 
importance, & attract a degree of attention toward trumpery 
productions, weh they might not otherwise obtain." 

"There must have been some nibbling before grace here!" 
was the singularly happy expression of the famous thieftaker, 
old Joseph Nudin, the police officer of Manchester. So was it 
with the lives of the too ardent young Timothy & the beautiful 
Elizabeth pilfold, according to the Gospel of Langtere(?). 
I shall be glad to have such papers as you think "bear upon my 
labours" [the writing of the third and fourth volumes]. For 
the rest, according to your kind proposal, I shall be content 
to peruse them at Boscombe, when the weather is warmer, i.e. 
at any time you please after "the putting forth of my boke".-
I saw that it was advertised in the Times yesterday. Kind Love 
to the Lady Wrennie. The young woman supposed, that I am 
capable of neglecting & forgetting her: that is quite a 
mistake! You will soon begin to show springlike; a charming 
moment in the country, the weather being genial & such is your 
climate. We have nothing here now but coughing, sneezing & 
blowing noses, so far as these afflictions permit, the 
afflicted express their kind regards to yourself, whose 
whiskers, as Wrennie tells me, have happily grown darker, & to 
the Lady of the Lumbago.--

Believe me, Dear Percy, 
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Ever Your's [sic] sincerely, 
T. Jeffn. Hogg 

Mine will be a big book; there is more matter, than I 
thought; however, if the stuff be pretty good, it matters not. 
When we lay in a Pipe of Port, if the wine be sound & of a 
good body, we never complain, that it runs well; we never 
grudge bottles! 

Letter 20 (unpublished) 

London, 23° Feb. 1858 
Dearest Lady, 

Yesterday morning came Mr. Godwin's letters, as I already 
informed you. Yesterday evening, while I was sipping my tea & 
correcting Proofs, a tan box arrived. This morning before 
breakfast, I shelled(?) out a purple box. Maria Edgeworth's 
tale is the Purple Jar; Jane Wrennie' s tale will be 'The 
Purple Box'! After breakfast the postman brought the Key: so 
all is right. What a kind creature you are to send me all 
these papers; it is so good of you! I will take the greatest 
care of them. 

I am sorry that Hellen shu be annoyed by the Coachmaker's 
book; it is quite unworthy of her to be vexed at such Trash; 
it can do no harm to anyone, except perhaps to the Publisher. 
If she knows anything to her Brother's disadvantage, she is 
too amiable, I am sure, to tell it. If she were to tell it, it 
COd not be difficult to prove, that she is misinformed & 
entirely mistaken. 

So far from having "a Legion" of enemies, I do not 
believe, that Shelley ever had one; I certainly never met with 
one. Too many people were ready to pluck him, but this was for 
their own profit; they bore him no ill will: that was 
impossible. The dear Hellen is not happy in her comparisons; 
You are as little like an ostrich, as any creature I ever saw. 

Do not be troubled by this nonsense, from whatever 
quarter it may proceed; when Our Sun rises, the mists will 
gradually disappear!--

I am ever, Dearest Girl, 

33 Clifton Road 
Tuesday 

Your faithful 
Dah 
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in Grylls MS, 291, with minor 

London, 15 March, 1858 

I shall send Middleton by the Post today or tomorrow. 
On Saturday I received a very kind invitation from the 

fair Hellen to spend Easter week at Ellcott. It wod give me 
great pleasure to accept it, & the change of air & scene, I am 
sure, wod refresh me & do me good. But it being doubtful, 
whether the Printing will be quite finished by that time, I 
have just written to request permission to postpone my visit 
for a short time. 

In the course of the week I shall send my Preface to Mr. 
Moxon, I will transcribe what you have written about the 
Portrait, & your wishes will receive, no doubt, due attention. 
Shall we see the Solar Eclipse this morning? At present the 
Sun shines & promises well. 

Monday, 
The Ides of March 
Clifton Road 

Ever, Dear Wrennie, 
Your faithful 

Dah 
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Thursday 

I have been very unwell for the last week or so or I 
should have acknowledged sooner the receipt of your obliging 
note. In the course of a few days. I will call upon Mr. Hogg, 
and as soon as I have arranged with him the terms on which I 
am to undertake the pUblication of the work, I will put the 
portrait, &c. in hand. I am at present printing Trelawny's 
book. The title will be "Recollections of the last days of 
Shelley and Byron." He will, I have no doubt, send you an 
early copy. 

Believe me, my dear Sir, ever faithfully yours. 

Great care shall be taken of the portrait. 
Sir P. F. Shelley, Bart 

Edwd Moxon 



Sir Percy to Leigh Hunt, April 17, 1857 (excerpt) 
(Published in Norman, Flight of the Skylark 198) 
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[Hoqg] has written, I believe, with perfect good faith 
and has produced the most disgusting book that can be 
conceived. That is my opinion, and I think it will be yours, 
though you may charitably use milder language to express the 
idea. • • • I am to blame for being such a fool as to trust 
such a narrow and unsympathetic creature. But the world would 
be different if there were no folly in it. But I am sorry that 
I am an example in my own person -- and particularly on such 
a subject. 25 

25 This letter was apparently retained by Sir Percy until 
May 1, when he added, "I have now regained part of our 
materials, and hope to get the rest -- by law, perhaps.-- But 
as yet we [Hogg and the Shelleys] are not declared foes" 
(Skylark 199). I am unable at this time to locate the original 
of this letter, but it is probably among the papers in the 
Abinger collection. Lady Shelley's letter to Hunt (below) 
indicates that as of June 3 all of the materials lent to Hogg 
had been returned. 



My dear Mr Hogg 

Sir Percy's letter to Hogg 
(published in Grylls MS, 292) 

(Abinger reel 12) 
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Boscombe 
May 12 1858 

Before we finish the arrangement of the documents and 
materials which it may be advisable to publish I should like 
our position with regard to one another to be more defined 
than it was previously to the commencement of the biography-
more defined, even, than it has been since our last 
conversation on the subject. 

You must now be well aware that my feelings as well as 
those of my father's sisters have been much hurt by the 
indiscreet use which we consider you to have made of the 
materials with which we provided you. 

The course of events which you are now entering on in my 
father's biography naturally makes me anxious as to the tone 
and spirit with which you will treat them.-- For the sake, 
then, of avoiding as far as may be, all possible future 
misunderstanding between you and me, and as a duty which I 
seem to myself to owe to the memory of my mother, I shall 
consider it, indeed I request it as a favour of you-- to give 
me a plain and decided answer to this question.--

will you submit the proofs of your future volumes to my 
inspection with the clear understanding that I am to have the 
right to erase (before pUblication) any passages which in my 
opinion may tend to throw discredit and ridicule on the 
memories of my father & mother. 

As the same feeling ought to animate us both--our only 
object being to give due honour & credit to my father and your 
early friend-- you will fully appreciate the motives which 
have caused this letter 

Believe me 
My dear Mr. Hogg 

Yours sincerely 
Percy Shelley 
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Peacock's Letters to the Shelleys, June 1858 
(Abinger Reel 13) 

Unpublished 

Dear Sir Percy, 
I shall be most happy to assist you, if I can, in the 

manner proposed. 
Certainly, I did not say all I thought of Hogg's mode of 

executing his task: and I am not surprised that you and Lady 
Shelley are disappointed and displeased. I am not 
disappointed: for I expected nothing better from him. In the 
immediate sequence of his work, the will be incedeas per ignes 
suppositas cineri doloso: and he is not the man to tread 
discreetly over such a stratum. I stopped [in the review 
article for Fraser's] at the point, in which my knowledge of 
facts began to be better than his: and I wished just to hint 
to him, like Captain Marryat's boatswain, "in the mildest 
possible manner," that a look-out would be kept over him. 

My kindest regards to Lady Shelley. 

Lower Halliford, 
Chertsey: 
June 9: 1858 

Dear Lady Shelley, 

Most truly yours, 
T. L. Peacock 

Lower Halliford 
Chertsey 

June 16, 1858 

I intended to write to you on Monday, to say that I would 
accept your kind invitation and be with you on the [? ?] on 
Monday. I had an attack of an indisposition which I have more 
than once suffered from in hot weather: and I was obliged to 
wait to see how it would turn. It seems to be now gone: but I 
must take a day or two to be sure. I will write at the end of 
the week. I shall be very glad indeed to talk these matters [a 
possible injunction against Hogg's remaining volumes] over 
with you and Sir Percy. Very sincerely yours, 

T. L. Peacock 
2 o'clock: Thermometer on North wall: 86 1/2. 

Dear Lady Shelley, 
I have delayed writing till the eleventh hour, dreading 

a return of Monday's indisposition, and letting I dare not 
wait upon I would. I may now venture to say, that I will be 
with you on Tuesday: if possible by the train which reaches 
the christ Church Road Station at 2:22: if not, by that which 
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arrives at 6:19: but I shall try to be in time for the first. 
I must be at horne on the 26th: which I think will [?] with Sir 
Percy's time for going to Ireland(?). 

Lower Halliford, 
Chertsey: 
June 20: 1858 

Very sincerely yours, 
T. L. Peacock 



Lady Shelley's Letter to Leigh Hunt, June 3, 1858 
(Published in Peck, 9-11) 
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June 3, 1858 

Dear Mr. Leigh Hunt 
My husband is at sea and although I expect him home 

tomorrow, I am most anxious not to lose a post in telling you 
all that has happened lately with regard to Hogg's book, and 
to ask your aid & assistance in what is now the only course 
left to us. On comparing the materials with which we had 
furnished Hogg with the book itself, we discovered that all 
the letters to Rookham (whom he designates as H. T.) [are) 
garbled & falsified to a wonderful extent, so that we can 
scarcely recognise them. They can no longer be considered as 
Shelley's letters. with those written to himself he has 
probably dealt in the same way -- no one ever having seen the 
originals but himself. 

We obtained all our materials from him, whilst we were in 
town, with the view of restoring some [in a corrected edition 
of the Life (?)). Before doing this however Percy wrote to 
request that he might see the proofs [of the third and fourth 
volumes] before publication. Hogg will not take the slightest 
notice of any kind of either the letter or this request. It is 
plain he will not consent to this. It is under these 
circumstances impossible for us to restore any of the 
materials, and what we must do is evident. We must ourselves 
arrange these papers & with a few connecting links give them 
to the world, that they may judge from Shelley himself and 
from the testimony of some who knew him well, what he really 
was. 

will you help us in this most difficult task? 
You knew & loved Shelley. You know that both his and Mrs. 

Shelley's friendship towards yourself was most true & devoted, 
and I do not hesitate one moment in asking you to stretch out 
a helping hand to his children in their effort to save his 
beloved memory from such handling as Hogg will give it. 

We are anxious this book should appear at the same time 
of a little before the other two volumes of Hogg. 

If you would write anything of Shelley yet unpublished, 
as shortly as you like, your name of course would have great 
weight, nor should we have thought it right to have commenced 
this work without acquainting you & asking the assistance 
which I feel assured you will gladly give. 

Have you seen Peacock's review in the new Fraser? It is 
well done, but I have never yet seen Hogg handled according to 
his deserts. 



I hope since we had the pleasure 
that you have quite recovered from 
suffering so much from. 

with kind regard, believe me most 

Boscombe 
June 3~, 1858 
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of seeing you in town 
the attack you were 

truly yrs. 
Jane Shelley 

[At the bottom of the last page of this letter:] 

I have just come home, and have seen my wife's letter, 
which contains all I would say myself. I am not quite sure 
whether it is clear from what she says that all we want is a 
letter from you as short or as long as you like to insert in 
the book we mean to publish. But I will let you know how the 
matter progresses. 

Ever yours affectionately 
Percy Shelley 



Letter of Leigh Hunt to Sir Percy 
(Published in Peck, 13-25) 
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Hammersmith -- July 2d 
My dear Sir Percy, 

The wish expressed by Lady Shelley and yourself, that I 
should give my opinion of Hoggls book, and the indignation and 
disgust which it has excited in both your minds, have led me 
to make myself better acquainted with it than I had leisure to 
be when it first appeared; and the feelings about it, which I 
then strongly participated with you, have become so increased, 
and his conduct at the same time rendered so unaccountable in 
my opinion but upon one supposition, that could I have 
imagined him capable of the like kind of commiseration for 
others, or even for himself, I think I should have felt little 
but pity for the man; the conclusion I have come to being, 
literally, that he is out of his wits. At least I cannot but 
consider his brain to be somewhat touched or weakened, and his 
pen to have become as odd as his appearance and manners. 

I am sorry to write the words; and wish I could see any 
way of avoiding the necessity of doing so. But in justice to 
others as well as to myself I do not find it possible. 

You are aware, that in the Lunatic Asylums. . many a 
patient is reasonable enough in his conversation, till some 
particular point or points be touched upon, which immediately 
bring out the evidences of his disorder. I have no 
hesitation in saying, with the utmost seriousness of 
conviction, that I believe [Hoggls] case to be [of this kind]. 
Hogg has long been thought very eccentric by those who are in 
the habit of knowing, or even of seeing him; ... and if .. 
. I considered . . . his mind, in its last recesses, moveable 
out of that excess of self-complacency which is the very 
essence of his disorder, I would [have preferred to say] 
nothing at all on the subject. . He is subject, it is 
true, to violent fits of anger; and what I say will make him 
very angry; but the conceit which is his ruin, is his refuge; 
and I believe, that whatever bitterness he may experience from 
my pill ... will be finally and severally swallowed in those 
restorative paroxysms of self-idolatry, which have been 
observed to perform the parts of antidote as well as bane on 
similar occasions. There are many persons of this kind. 
who walk without keepers to the last, and who are as contented 
and comfortable with themselves, or at least with their 
illusions, as they are distressing to everybody else. 

This is the sole clue, depend upon it, to the enormities 
and vagaries of Hoggls otherwise unaccountable book. No wonder 
you did not perceive it at first in the man himself. No wonder 
(not having seen much of him at any time, or under 
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unfavourable circumstances) that both you and Lady Shelley 
were inclined to think well of a person, who ... had suffered 
expulsion with your father from a bigoted college; and who 
afterwards, while still young [age 39-40], wrote an account of 
the circumstance, and of their college companionship in 
ordinary, in a style that was both amusing and interesting. No 
wonder you concluded, that a writer who could describe one 
portion of a poet's life so well, and who was anxious to be 
his entire biographer, would succeed at least as pleasantly 
with the remainder, though he might not be able to do justice 
to the subtlest requirements of his theme. Men of more earnest 
and sympathizing natures [i.e. himself and Peacock] had 
thought the time for attempting to do it not arrived; 
seemed to think indeed it could not arrive, till all the 
persons had ceased to be living, whose feelings ... might be 
trespassed upon in a manner which privacy does not desire. But 
meantime years passed away, and the biography not be written 
at all. So no wonder that permission was given for the work; 
no wonder that the cunning speculator [Hogg) ... contrived to 
make the permission a "request," and that materials being put 
into his hands accordingly, he went triumphantly off with his 
riches, chuckling inwardly no doubt, at the knowledge of what 
he meant [to] do with them, unsuspected by those from whom 
they had been gained, and of the surprise which he had in 
store for their unsuspiciousness in return for its bounty. 

For I must confess on the other hand, after all these "no 
wonders," that my imagination labours in vain to set bounds to 
the astonishment that must have seized you, when the 
submissive, shy-looking, and soft-spoken individual, who had 
succeeded in persuading you that he was a "gentleman," and had 
been favoured with the task which he had set his heart on, and 
with materials for performing it, suddenly altered the tone of 
his behaviour, and with the severity of a determination from 
which there was to be no appeal peremptorily, obstinately, and 
to the still returning "requests," even of the Lady to whom he 
attributes its existence, refused one glimpse of a syllable 
which he proceeded to write, or the sight of a single proof
sheet of the work, while it was going through the press. 
Modest, honest, and grateful gentleman! 

Your wonder ceased when the book appeared. And well it 
might. other wonders upon wonders reduced it to nothing. There 
you found letters garbled and falsified to an extent which 
made them scarcely recognisable! There you found friends whom 
you esteemed, vilified out of an insane jealousy. i 
contempts and injuries. heaped upon every individual 
person, and even upon every class, calling, and absolute 
locality, that had by any chance whatsoever impeded the course 
or offended the self-love of this extraordinary biographer of 
one of the humanest and most unselfish of men. . And to 
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crown all, & to set the highest mark of effrontery on his work 
under the shew of a compliment that was to redound to nothing 
but his own profit and honour, there you found a Dedication to 
the lady whom he had refused the sight of a word of it; yes, 
even to Lady Shelley herself; so contrived however uncouthly, 
as to throw the responsibility for the work's appearance from 
his own to the lady's shoulders and thus render her the 
accomplice and even originator of all which disgraces it! For 
who was to know that she had not seen every word it contained, 
and thus sanctioned its publication? Painful indeed [it] is to 
think of the disgust, and even the horror, which she must have 
felt when she found in the book. . caricatures the most 
gross of persons of her own sex, and an apparent inclination 
notwithstanding the homage he pays him to injure the memory of 
the man [Shelley], for whose genius and virtues she [Lady 
Shelley] had acquired a filial veneration. 

Luckily, the combination of envy and vanity in Hogg carry 
[sic] him into excesses, that while they betray his malice, 
render it harmless by their absurdity. Thus his success at the 
bar not being commensurate, he thinks, with his deserts, and 
being at a loss how to express the extremity of his rage with 
the contemporaries who have surpassed him, he casts about in 
his mind what coarsest thing he can possibly invent to their 
annoyance .••• So he tells us that where he was keeping his 
terms as a student, he and certain other young gentlemen 
"whose society was not displeasing" (associates, that is to 
say, as briefless and meritorious as himself) made it a point 
to gather themselves into a body so far apart from other 
students, even at the dinner-table, as to "keep at a distance 
the future occupants of high legal offices," "the coming 
ornaments of the profession;" -- all of whom, it seems, by 
some fatal necessity of difference from the unemployed, were 
persons on every account to be eschewed, physical as well as 
moral! His own words are too coarse to be repeated. Mr. Thomas 
Jefferson Hogg "keeping at a distance" all the future Judges 
and Chancellors of England! -- The obvious conclusion is, that 
they had made him keep at his. There were good reasons for it, 
if he talked as he did afterwards, and shewed the future Hogg 
that he is still. 

Such was his outset in life. He then went on circuit; and 
being, it appears, saving as well as "fastidious," and though 
addicted to cookery, loving to get it on the most economical 
terms, he was not popular at inns. Hence almost every inn 
which he has met with in the course of his life is "dirty," 
"filthy," and "nasty." "Nasty is one of his most favorite 
epithets. He loves to dwell upon it; just as some creatures 
love to dwell in the kind of atmosphere or soil which it 
describes. In one of the inns "a nasty little girl gives him 
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some nasty tea in a nasty cold room." A great deal of the Life 
of Himself which Mr. Hogg has contrived to mix up with the 
"Life of Shelley, " is made up of recollections and 
denouncements of this kind, -- foolish words about nothings, 
and such as can be of no concern whatsoever to any body, or 
any thing, but the writer's own foolish self-importance ... 

Mr. Hogg endeavored to make up for his brieflessness by 
writing divers books in prose, of which the world knows very 
little, and also, it appears, some effusions in verse, of 
which it knows nothing. In the letters purporting to be 
written to him by your father are compliments on this 
"beautiful poems." Be these what they may, neither his prose 
nor his verse appear to have given him any sympathy with the 
beauties or the renown of writers his contemporaries. One of 
the m[o]st gifted of men, Brougham, with his fellow diffusers 
of knowledge composed a "knot of people," who sent forth their 
information "at a low price in shabby pamphlets" and "on their 
behalf"M'. Hogg was once "requested to write something or 
other;" but he did not chuse to throw editor-handled "pearls 
before swine" (awkward metaphor for Hogg!). Pearls, he says, 
he is indeed willing to throw; "only," he adds, "I must be 
permitted, for my own credit's sake, to throw real pearls 
before them, not glass beads and other worthless counterfeits, 
sUbstitutes for my marine treasures." Preface, p. xviii. 
Sidney Smith, as genuine a wit as ever existed, and an 
advancer of humanity also, he thinks a man terribly over
rated, -- a thrower of no pearls whatsoever, or only of one 
now and then, and that of no value to speak of. He pronounces 
him to have been "a noisy, impudent, shallow, clerical 
jester," who "shot out cartloads of rubbish with an 
overpowering din." (Hogg dined in his company, and, I suspect 
had a pearl or two thrown at him, which he did not desire.) 
The masterpieces of Shelley's poetical contemporaries were 
sometimes, he allows, very good of their kind; only the kind 
was a sort of "wheelbarrow trundling," and the best of the 
performers a "flower of hodmen." What he means by that, I 
cannot say. As to the poetry of Keats, it was nothing but 
"consummate vulgarity:" there was "something low-lived" about 
the Lake School: and a verse quoted from the beautiful ode of 
Hohenlinden is "a silly verse from silly Tom Campbell's silly 
poem. " 

Enough, enough. The man who cannot recognize true wit and 
poetry wherever he finds it, in vain talks of his admiration 
of Homer, Shakspeare, and other names worshipped of all the 
world .... Hogg with his affectation of an enthusiasm in the 
cause of genius and goodness, wholly at variance with his 
narrow-minded and cynical nature, is in the habit of calling 
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your father "the Divine Poet," -- an appelation [sic] which he 
repeats, till it looks as if he meant it for an irony, and for 
which he impudently substitutes now and then, with another 
appearance of maliciousness, the patronizing pity of "poor 
fellow," "poor Bysshe," and his "poor friend." The truth is, 
Hogg knows no more of the "Divine Poet," as such, or of poetry 
itself, than the animal his namesake knows of a seraph, or of 
the stars. In no. . respect. . was he fitted to be the 
associate of your father, or qualified to give an account of 
his genius and his goodness to the world. As well might 
Falstaff have undertaken to write the character of Hamlet, or 
Caliban to follow the flights of Ariel. Hogg, like many 
another man with talents to a certain amount. has no 
serious perception of any thing but the "good living" which he 
betrays such a regard for, and no care but for his profits and 
his vanity. . In short, he is a mere cynical man of the 
world, sentimental and romantic in nothing but the tenderest 
love for himself and the most extravagant notions of his 
claims to consideration because he happened to be at college 
with a great man; and thought the great man bound to hold him 
first in his affections ever afterwards, which it was 
impossible for such a man to do, he turning out to be the 
reverse in every respect of his once early friend. In other 
words, a future biographer of your father, if he thought fit 
to take so much notice of Hogg, might describe the nature of 
either, by shewing what the other was not. 

You must not suppose, my dear friend, .. that. . a 
garbler and falsifier of letters, and at the same time a 
charger of falsehoods and of the meanest and selfishest 
motives upon everybody whom it suits his rage and conceit to 
calumniate, can do any harm to such a memories as your 
father's. The falsehoods of which he ventures to accuse even 
him, and which, as though he were craftily defending his own, 
he pretends to attribute to an excess of the poetical 
temperament, were either, you may rest assured, true 
statements of facts, whatever it may suit Mr

, hogg's 
convenience or ignorance to think to the contrary, or 
falsifications originating in the spirit of his own treatment 
of the statements of others. Respecting the attempted 
assassination in Wales, I never saw any reason to conclude 
that a fanatic might not attempt an assassination in Wales, as 
well as any where else; and as regards the alleged dismissals 
from Eton, how are we to know, that announcements to that 
effect had not been secretly given, and secretly withdrawn? 
More will be required to settle these points than the 
statements of the garbler. During the whole time that I knew 
your father, I never knew him violate the truth in the 
smallest degree, either in letter or in spirit. My faith in 
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his veracity was so great, that a single shadow of 
incompatibility with it in a letter respecting myself, which 
was republished the other day by one of his premature 
biographers [Peacock?] ... instantly renewed my opinion of 
its being a forgery. . The only approaches to anything 
like double-dealing, of which it was possible to accuse your 
father. . arose from a notion which he entertained that 
people were improved by leading them to suppose themselves 
better than they were. Perhaps that was the way, in which he 
hoped to improve Hogg's poetry. 

To conclude seriously this singular tragi-comic subject, 
-- Let the son of the beloved man, and the daughter too (for 
to so distinguished a title Lady Shelley's filial as well as 
conjugal zeal has doubly shewn her right) be as easy in their 
hearts as they are sound in their judgments, respecting this 
foolish book of an imbecile pretender, whose misdirected 
absurdities have made me in my own old age speak of a fellow
creature in a manner to which I thought I had bidden a long 
adieu, and for whom those three poor human words, old age and 
imbecile, may after all furnish an excuse [for Hogg's book], 
which I have not sufficiently borne in mind. I hope such may 
be the case. 

Dear Sir Percy, dear for your father's and mother's sake, 
and for your own, I am ever 

Your most obliged and affectionate friend, 
Leigh Hunt 

To 
Sir Percy Shelley, Bart. 
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Letter to Hogg from a lawyer, Feb. 3, 1859 
(Abinger Reel 13) 

Unpublished 

6. New Square 
Lincoln's Inn, London 

W. C. 
3 rd February 1859 

We are instructed by Sir Percy Shelley to write to you on 
the subject of your life of his father, Percy Bysshe Shelley. 

On the 12u\ May last Sir Percy wrote to you to ask whether 
you would submit the proofs of your future volumes to his 
inspection, with the understanding that he might erase, before 
publication, any passages, which might tend to throw discredit 
and ridicule on the memory of his Father and Mother. You did 
not think fit to reply to that letter; and Sir Percy has 
therefore felt it necessary to consider his legal position in 
the matter. He is aware that you have a legal right to publish 
comments or criticisms on the life or writings of his father. 
But you have no right to publish any letters without the 
consent of the personal representatives of the writer. 

Mr. Peacock is, as you are probably aware, the personal 
Representative of Percy Bysshe Shelley. He has given us his 
authority to apply, if necessary, to the Court of Chancery for 
an Injunction to restrain you from publishing any further 
letters of Percy Bysshe Shelley -- Sir Percy, as the personal 
representative of his mother, is also prepared to apply for an 
Injunction against the pUblication of any letters of hers. We 
trust that this early (?) notice of the intention of the 
persons whose consent is necessary will induce you to desist 
from any such publication. But should legal proceedings 
unfortunately become necessary we shall consider ourselves at 
liberty to make such use of this letter as we may be advised. 

T. J. Hogg Esq. 

We have the honor to be 
Sir 

Your Obedient Servants 
Dowville(?) & Lawrence 
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Lady Shelley's Preface to Shelley Memorials (1859) 

Had it been left entirely to the uninfluenced wishes of 
Sir Percy Shelley and myself, we should have preferred that 
the pUblication of the materials for a life of Shelley which 
we possess should have been postponed to a later period of our 
lives; but, as we had recently noticed, both in French and 
English magazines, many papers on Shelley, all taking for 
their text captain Medwin's Life of the Poet (a book full of 
errors), and as other biographies had been issued, written by 
those who had no means of ascertaining the truth, we were 
anxious that the numerous misstatements which had gone forth 
should be corrected. 

For this purpose, we placed the documents in our 
possession at the disposal of a gentleman whose literary 
habits and early knowledge of the poet seemed to point him out 
as the most fitting person for bringing them to the notice of 
the public. It was clearly understood, however, that our 
wishes and feelings should be consulted in all the details. 

We saw the book for the first time when it was given to 
the world. It was impossible to imagine beforehand that from 
such materials a book could have been produced which has 
astonished and shocked those who have the greatest right to 
form an opinion on the character of Shelley; and it was with 
the most painful feelings of dismay that we perused what we 
could only look upon as a fantastic caricature, going forth to 
the public with may apparent sanction,-- for it was dedicated 
to myself. 

Our feelings of duty to the memory of Shelley left us no 
other alternative than to withdraw the materials which we had 
originally entrusted to his early friend, and which we could 
not but consider strangely misused; and to take upon ourselves 
the task of laying them before the public, connected only by 
as slight a thread of narrative as would suffice to make them 
intelligible to the reader .. 

To give a truthful statement of long-distorted facts, and 
to clear away the mist in which the misrepresentations of foes 
and professed friends have obscured the memory of Shelley, 
have been my only objects. 

It is needless to say that the authenticity of all the 
documents contained in this volume is beyond question; but the 
public would do well to receive with the utmost caution all 
letters purporting to be by Shelley, which have not some 
indisputable warrant* . 

* Those printed in the work to which allusion has 
already been made have never, for the most part, been 
seen by any other person than the author of that work; 
and the erasures which he has already made in them, 
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together with the arrangement of their paragraphs, render 
them of doubtful value, however authentic may be the 
originals which that gentleman asserts he posses. [Lady 
Shelley's note.] .... 

Boscombe, June 22nd, 1859 
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