Mr. Lambkin:
Cruikshank’s Strike for Independence

BY DAVID KUNZLE

HROUGHOUT his long career, George Cruikshank lived in the
Tshadow of Hogarth, whose status as artist-author he envied.
This status seemed to promise an artistic independence and an
economic security that always eluded Cruikshank. His life and
oeuvre were divided by his principal biographer, Blanchard Jer-
rold, into two distinct epochs: Before Temperance (through 184%)
and After Temperance (1848 to his death in 18%8), the second
being judged at that time and since as incomparably less fertile
than the first. At the junction of these two periods stands his most
Hogarthian work, The Bottle (Cohn 194, 184%), with its sequel,
The Drunkard’s Children (Cohn 195, 1848), perhaps the artist’s
last truly creative performance, and his only truly successful at-
tempt to combine the coveted dual role of artist-as-author. The
Bottle has, however, a close chronological predecessor which is
the only other example in Cruikshank’s immense oeuvre of inde-
pendent pictorial narrative. This work, which is called Mr. Lamb-
kin (Cohn 192, 1844) for short, has been little regarded, probably
because it is graphically not very striking, nor does it share the
particular biographical or controversial interest of the book-il-
lustrations which preceded it. The importance of Cruikshank’s
first experiment in independent narrative lies principally in the
light it sheds on problems transcending those of the artist’s per-
sonal career in particular and touching upon the art of caricature
in general as it adapted to new conditions and evolved new alterna-
tives.

I

The development of the “independent pictorial narrative,”
or picture story, or comic strip, however we choose to term it, is a
phenomenon which poses at various points problems of collabora-
tion between artist and author that are sometimes resolved by
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combining the roles in one man.! Cruikshank, in his ambition to
become artist and author, was working in a genre clearly defined
by the example of Hogarth, but lacking in a continuous tradition.
The international impact of Hogarth’s example, as a highly moral-
istic artist-author, was such that critics in France and Germany
were constantly on the lookout for second Hogarths among their
countrymen. Continuities scarcely intended by the artist were
“read into” the Salon paintings of Jean-Baptiste Greuze, who
was exhorted to raise Hogarth’s new genre of “romans muets”
(dumb novels) to a more decent social and moral level. Greuze did
not, however, get further than an extensive written scenario,
inspired by Hogarth’s Idle and Industrious Apprentice.

In Germany, where enthusiasm for Hogarth was unreserved,
the writer Georg Christoph Lichtenberg, who was engaged upon
his brilliant, free commentaries on the English artist, undertook
the task of converting the Berlin engraver Daniel Chodowiecki
into a second Hogarth. Having already identified himself closely
with the Hogarthian Progress in a sequence of very small but
very moral calendar illustrations (Life of a Rake, 17%74), Chodo-
wiecki found himself earmarked by Lichtenberg for more of the
same kind. Artist and writer worked harmoniously in a Progress
of Virtue and Vice (14748, Figure g2b), but the collaboration was
short-lived. Chodowiecki’s no less Hogarthian Life of an Ill-
educated Girl (1780) appeared without the expected witty com-
mentary by Lichtenberg. The artist, always suspicious of what he
considered the doubtful compliment of the “German Hogarth,”
resented Lichtenberg’s importunate proddings to align himself
closer still with his English model, whose independent narrative
mode he thenceforth abandoned.

A comparison between Chodowiecki and Cruikshank is cogent
for several reasons. Although separated by two generations (Cruik-
shank was nine years old when Chodowiecki died at age %5 in
1801), both artists were the outstanding illustrators of their respec-
tive national literatures. Both came to literary illustration rela-
tively late, in middle-age, after being forced by the demands of
the market to abandon the craft which they had exercised in

1Cf. my The Early Comic Strip, c. 1450-1825 (Berkeley, 1973), from which the
material presented here on Cruikshank’s predecessors is drawn. The article as a
whole has benefited from various editorial improvements kindly suggested by Deena
Metzger.
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their youth—Chodowiecki, miniature portrait painting; Cruik-
shank, broadsheet caricature. Both fought the domination of an
outstanding literary figure and tried to shore up the waning
prestige of etching at a time when it was becoming engulfed in
literature. Both were famous, meticulously collected and cata-
logued during their lifetimes; the reputation of both has declined
markedly in our own century.

Chodowiecki and Cruikshank were both forced to become
etchers in miniature—‘Kleinmeister’—having to contend with
a marked reduction in scale vis-a-vis the traditional broadsheet.
Since there was no longer a market, in Germany of the later
eighteenth century, for the large comic engraving, Chodowiecki
found himself trying to preserve on the tiny scale of the almanac
illustration (measuring about two and a half by one and a half
inches) something of the physiognomic realism of Hogarth. Cruik-
shank, trained in the larger scale of the broadsheet caricature for
which the market had declined by the mid eighteen-twenties,
was subjected in his book illustrations to a comparably severe
degree of reduction (whereas a plate from the Progress of a Mid-
shipman (Cohn 1874, 1820) measures about seven by ten inches,
an Oliver Twist (Cohn 239, 1838) illustration measures around
four by three and a half inches). He thereby sacrificed much of
the grandeur—the sublime grotesque element—he had inherited
from Gillray, and developed a form of bizzare comedy lacking
in that outré quality which separates true caricature from mere
illustration (and which is also an important characteristic of
Dickens’ writing). The bizarre Mr. Lambkin is still, in spirit and
scale, comic book illustration; while the scale of The Bottle,
which is that of the artist’s broadsheet caricatures and nearer to
that of a Hogarthian Progress, permitted Cruikshank to unfold
a Hogarthian moral dignity. The Bottle stands in relation to the
rest of Cruikshank’s oeuvre of the period as the Farewell of Calas
(an exceptionally large etching of 1768) does to Chodowiecki’s:
both were responses to a burning social issue, permitting them to
be executed on a scale which the market did not normally allow.

The fate of the Hogarthian Progress during the period between
Chodowiecki and Cruikshank as illustrator is a curious one. In
England certain important artists, John Hamilton Mortimer,
James Northcote, and George Morland (a history, portrait, and
genre painter respectively) each tried his hand at the mode,
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preserving something of Hogarth’s scale, but with a success in-
different both commercially and artistically. The caricaturists,
in their transposition of Hogarth, did not attempt as the painters
did to break into the “High Art” market with large multi-plate
sequences. Instead they returned to the older format of pictorial
narrative, one rendered obsolete by Hogarth although common
in seventeenth-century Germany and Holland: the single engraved
sheet, compartmentalized into strips of small designs. The little-
known Richard Newton, in an intense flourish of activity before
his death in 14796 at the age of twenty-one, scored a series of
minor successes in this vein, lightening the heavier Hogarthian
Progress both in style and content. Gillray tried both the sub-
divided strip and the multi-plate sequence, but only fitfully. He
must have found that the tiny format of each scene in the first
category of print cramped the natural exuberance of his style,
and a major independent project for a multi-plate sequence failed
(like Greuze’s) to advance beyond a written scenario. It is signifi-
cant that the Rake’s Progress at the University (1806), with its
Hogarthian title, was not of his own devising, but was dictated
by an amateur, and is of no moral and little graphic interest. The
young George Cruikshank himself produced no variations on the
Hogarthian Progress except at dictation: the Sailor’s Progress (six
scenes on one plate, Cohn 1945, 1819) is largely by Lieutenant
John Sheringham, and the Progress of a Midshipman (eight
plates) is more Marryat than Cruikshank. Both are mildly amus-
ing, neither of particular originality. The Stroller’s Progress (six
plates, Cohn 2009, 1809) may contain more of Cruikshank’s
own design than the others, but it has little intrinsic narrative
continuity.

We may draw another lesson in the fate of the Hogarthian
Progress by returning to Germany. Johann Heinrich Ramberg
had been sent as a boy, on the recommendation of Lichtenberg,
to England where, coming under the influence of Rowlandson,
he developed a natural gift for caricature. This he was unable to
exploit in his native Hanover. Rather than becoming a second
Hogarth, as Jean Paul had cast him, he was condemned (as he
woefully admitted) to being a second Chodowiecki, specializing in
calendar illustration. Nothing came of Jean Paul’s proposals to
tie a dozen of these illustrations together in the form of a
Hogarthian Progress, with his own commentary, although Goethe
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had commented on an earlier series of Ramberg calendar etchings.
In the early 1820s, however, Ramberg did try to break new ground
with a series of twenty-six drawings which he titled The Life of
Strunk the Upstart, and to which he himself wrote a pungent com-
mentary. He got as far as engraving three designs, but stopped,
probably in the knowledge that, whatever the commercial
prospects of so big an independent venture (albums similar in
scale humorously illustrating Till Eulenspiegel and Reinecke
Fuchs had failed), its aggressive tone and barbed allusions to cor-
ruption in church and state could not have survived the censor-
ship.

II

In England, censorship was much less of a problem, but Cruik-
shank had to contend with an important change in the market,
away from expensive caricature albums towards a series of small
etchings published to accompany either comic verse (prototype
The Tour of Doctor Syntax, in search of the Picturesque, 1813) or
humorous prose impressions of urban life (prototype Life in
London, Cohn 262, 1821). In comparing these two best-selling
works, which provoked a quantity of sequels and imitations, one
may observe a highly significant shift in the relationship between
artist and writer. In Dr. Syntax the artist was given the leading
edge, for Rowlandson was entirely free to choose his own designs
(although Combe might suggest modifications), and he never saw
the verse ahead of time. Combe was freely “writing up” to Row-
landson, as Lichtenberg had freely “written up” to Hogarth. In
Life in London (Figure 33), the initiative lay with the writer, for
although Pierce Egan in his text consciously made the most of
the Cruikshanks’ illustrations, to which he specifically directed
the reader, and without which the book would be, commercially
speaking, worthless, the collaboration was of a kind which per-
mitted the artist no leeway in the direction of the narrative. Here,
in fact, lies Cruikshank’s first direct ““defeat” at the hands of his
literary collaborators: he wanted those Regency rakes Tom and
Jerry to come to an untimely end, like the heroes of Hogarth
(and Richard Newton); but Egan, more sensitive to public taste
and not wishing to foreclose the possibility of a sequel, married
them off. Cruikshank even proposed to execute a larger version
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of the Tom and Jerry illustrations, in oil,? in the manner of
Hogarth, which he would presumably have turned into large “art-
engravings” in order to tap the higher reaches of patronage.

As is indicated by the proposed title “Sketches by Boz and Cuts
by Cruikshank,” Dickens’ original intention was to market his
first writings as free literary exercises, drawing some of their
inspiration from Cruikshank. From the start, however, he knew
that his writing must have absolute priority, and conscious as he
was of the need in writing new sketches to include picturesque
subjects attractive to the famous artist, he was determined at the
outset to establish his supremacy. He immediately contested
Cruikshank’s right of “suggesting any little alteration to suit the
Pencil,”® and to refuse subjects uncongenial to it. It is evident
that Cruikshank continued ‘“‘excessively troublesome and obtrusive
in his suggestions”* when artist and writer came to discuss illus-
trations to Oliver Twist.

Oliver Twist offered George Cruikshank an opportunity denied
him by the very format of Sketches by Boz. He saw his chance to
collaborate upon a continuous story, instead of unconnected
literary “Scraps and Sketches” (to-borrow the title used by Cruik-
shank himself for his miscellanies), and to develop designs of a
moral and narrative coherence far superior to that of Tom and
Jerry. We are not concerned here with an assessment of his exact
share in the story of Oliver Twist, nor with the extent to which
history (managed chiefly, it seems, by Dickensians) has maligned
the artist for his “claim to authorship” of this novel,® but only with
an explanation of why Cruikshank should have been particularly
anxious during the late eighteen-thirties and early eighteen-forties
to play a role greater than that which an illustrator was then
permitted. If it is demonstrable that Cruikshank had very con-
crete reasons for aspiring to “authorship” at this moment, then it
is easier to understand that he should develop a very particular

2 Blanchard Jerrold, The Life of George Cruikshank, 2 vols. (London, 1882),
L :?he Letters of Charles Dickens, ed. Madeline House and Graham Storey (Pil-
grim Edn., Oxford, 1965, 1969), I, 183 fn. 1.

4 Jerrold, I, 185, quoting Ainsworth on Cruikshank.

8 The injustice of Dickensian historiography, jealous of any apparent diminution
of the novelist’s monumental reputation, is dealt with in Richard Vogler’s
article supra. I take this opportunity of expressing my deep gratitude to Dr. Vogler,

who generously opened to me his magnificent collection of Cruikshank, and his
store of knowledge on the subject.
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sense of proprietorship over any literary ideas which he may have
given to the writer, or which may have been identical to those
already held by the writer. It was in order to avenge his “defeat”
by Dickens, who either refused his ideas or used them without
giving proper credit for them (or both), and in order to justify
his claim to “authorship” (which, though not made public until
much later, was vented privately at the time), that Cruikshank
devised his first truly independent narrative, Mr. Lambkin.

As long as he had been bound to broadsheet caricatures, deal-
ing with social farce and the topicalities of the day, Cruikshank
had been unable to widen the ground for that flattering com-
parison with Hogarth which had been made as early as 1823,
when he was urged to raise his sights by developing his literary
gifts.® For Cruikshank was an artist, but not yet an author like
Hogarth, and it was becoming increasingly important to be a
Hogarth rather than a Gillray. The reputation of the relatively
simple, decent, and unpolitical satire of Hogarth had been rising
in the twenties and thirties, even as that of the relatively sophis-
ticated, coarse, and politically partisan Gillray and his contem-
poraries declined. Hogarth was applauded unreservedly by noted
critics of the day, such as Lamb and Hazlitt,” who thus established
his respectability among the bourgeoisie at large: Hogarth be-
came popular among the English as no artist or writer had ever
been before. Heath’s complete edition of Hogarth’s Works from
the original plates® brought the artist into thousands more homes.
Hogarth was available at the highest and lowest levels of patron-
age. Marriage A-la-mode, one of his most popular stories, and
among his very best paintings, was now permanently on view
amidst choice Old Masters in the new National Gallery. A full-
page “Gallery of Comicalities” was inaugurated by the weekly
newspaper Bell’s Life in London with small wood-cut versions

6 George Somes Layard, “Lectures on the Fine Arts, No. 1, George Cruikshank,”
Blackwood’s Edinburgh Magazine, 14 (July 1823), 18-26.

7 Charles Lamb’s essay “On the Genius and Character of Hogarth” (Works,
ed. E. V. Lucas, 5 vols. (New York, 1913) ends with the analogy of Hogarth’s
work to “the best novels of Smollett or Fielding” (I, 101). William Hazlitt’s
most extensive appreciation of Hogarth was included in his series of Lectures on
the English Comic Writers, No. VII, of which a third one-volume edition appeared
in 1841 (Collected Works, ed. A. R. Waller and Arnold Glover, 12 vols. (London,
1902-04), VIII, [2]).

8 Published 1835-37. There were various editions with re-engraved plates, the
cheapest being T. Clerk’s, first published in 1810.
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of the Harlot’s Progress (22 June 1828). Not only Dickens, but
other novelists as well (notably Ainsworth, whom Cruikshank
also illustrated) drew on Hogarth for inspiration, referring to
him specifically and trying to emulate his realism and moral
fervor.

II1

Since the Hogarthian format—several large plates sold only as
a set—was no longer commercially viable for caricatures, the ques-
tion arises as to what other formats and vehicles were available.
In France caricature had developed, from the English example
of the Great Age, in new directions. Having found a home in the
independent satirical magazines of Philipon, French caricature
had preserved some of the physical and political autonomy of the
old broadsheet, even as it gained massively in circulation, and
actually increased both in social and artistic effect. The situation
in Paris was the contrary of that prevailing in London. The new
caricature magazines of the 18g0s, Le Charivari and La Carica-
ture, did not restrict illustration to a crude woodcut engulfed by
letterpress, like Bell’s Life and other cheap newspapers, but al-
lowed for considerable artistic scope. The superior power and
dignity of the comédie humaine in Daumier, Grandville, and Raf-
fet, as well as the potential of the lithograph as a medium (not
considered commercial in England) was recognized by Thackeray,
an art student in Paris in 1833-34, when the government prosecu-
tion of opposition press and caricature magazines was at its height.
Back in England, Thackeray published his views in the London
and Westminster Review,® while Cruikshank was still smarting
under his “defeat” by Dickens. Thackeray must have shown his
article to his friend George, who had taught him etching, and
on whom he wrote a highly laudatory article in the same magazine
the following year. Through Thackeray, then, Cruikshank’s at-
tention was drawn to the example of French caricature. If it
was the young H. K. Browne (“Phiz,” destined to become
Dickens’ more permanent illustrator) rather than Cruikshank
whom Thackeray summoned to learn from the French, we must
understand that it would hardly have been tactful for a novice

932 (April 1839), 282-305.
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writer like Thackeray to deliver public instruction to an older,
established artist like Cruikshank.

Presumably Thackeray and Cruikshank also discussed artists
and initiatives not covered in the article, including perhaps pic-
ture stories such as Victor Adam’s Vie d'un jeune homme,
originally published in 1824, but still being sold in 1839, a “bit-
ter, Balzacian comedy” of fashionable life.’* Henry Monnier, a
much more important satiric illustrator, also a writer, who is cited
approvingly by Thackeray, had planned a pictorial “Vie d’'un
Jeune Homme a Paris.” He may well have had occasion to discuss
this project personally with Cruikshank, whom he met during his
stay in London 1822 (?)-25, and whom he visited again in 1828.
It was to Cruikshank that Monnier dedicated his Distractions,
and it was Cruikshank who inspired his Esquisses Parisiennes
(182%) and Vues de Paris (1829). (Baudelaire was later to testify
how strongly Cruikshank’s work appealed to French caricaturists.)**
Monnier’s project for a pictorial “Life of a Young Man in Paris,”
evidently planned as a kind of dandified Rake’s Progress, and
expected by Balzac to establish the artist’s fame as a satirist and
as the equal of Hogarth,'? did not materialize as such; but it
was to be taken up conceptually, at some remove in time, by
Cruikshank in his Lambkin.

v

A more immediate stimulus to Cruikshank’s ambition to write
his own picture story came from another quarter. With political
caricature crushed by the censors of Louis-Philippe, and with a
consequent shift of emphasis to social comedy, Paris in 1835 was
ready for the introduction of new modes of graphic humor. A
truly revolutionary style of draftsmanship, and an entirely novel
narrative format, had been invented by the Genevese writer-artist
Rodolphe Tépffer, who had been informally drawing “histoires

10 Seventeen plates, unpublished, mentioned in M. Mespoulet, Images et
Romans (Paris, 1939), p. 8o.

11 The Painter of Modern Life and other essays, trans. and ed. Jonathan Mayne
(London, 1964), p. 190.

12 Oeuvres complétes, ed. Marcel Bouteron and Henri Longnon, 4o vols. (Paris,

1912-40), XXXIX, 144-45; passage originally published in La Mode, 2 October
1830.
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en estampes,” as he termed them, since 1827, but who did not
dare offer them to the Parisian public until 18g5.22

Topffer’s caricature albums were sold in Paris by Philipon’s
publisher Aubert, whose shop is mentioned by Thackeray in his
London and Westminster Review article. The first published work
of Topffer was the Histoire de Monsieur Jabot (1835, Figures g4a
and g4b), followed two years later by the stories of Monsieur
Crépin and Monsieur Vieux-Bois. Various plagiarized versions
of the latter, under the title Adventures of Mr. Obadiah Old-
buck, with English captions and no acknowledgement of origin
or authorship, were launched by two different publishers in the
United States, and in England by Cruikshank’s own publisher,
Tilt and Bogue. The latter surely sold all the other Topffer
albums as well, either in the original (the terse captions would
have presented no problem to an Englishman with an elementary
knowledge of French), or in English copies.** Topffer was also
available, no doubt, at Aubert’s authorized agent, Delaporte’s
in the Burlington Arcade.

Interest in the caricature of T6pffer, who died in 1846, reached
new heights around the mid-forties. His theoretical treatise on
the art of caricature, Essai sur la physiognomonie, was published
in 1845, the same year that his seventh and last completed story,
Monsieur Cryptogame, was translated into woodcut by Cham for
mass distribution in L’Illustration; Franco-German editions of his
collected caricatural works were published in 1846 by J. Kess-
man in conjunction with B. Herrmann in Leipzig (with an intro-
duction by Friedrich Vischer), and the following year by C. T.
Heyne, also in Leipzig. By 1848 three of Topffer’s prose stories had
been translated into English.

Meanwhile, by 1843 the number of Topfferian picture stories
by Cham, similar in general character although original in specific
content, had grown to nine. These firmly established an important

13 He had been emboldened in his decision by the approval of the aged Goethe,
whose classicist principles in art had been undermined by Lichtenberg’s com-
mentaries on Hogarth. Goethe had encouraged the young Ramberg’s caricatural
improvisations, and had expressed amusement at Thackeray’s gifts in this same
direction, manifested on behalf of the children in the Goethe circle at Weimar
(cf. Lewis Melville [Lewis S. Benjamin], William Makepeace Thackeray [London,
1909], pp. 78 f£).

14 Topffer piracies and imitations, which were usually published anonymously,
and in which the British Museum Library appears to be remarkably deficient,
offer a considerable bibliographical puzzle.

178



new vehicle for the caricaturist, one which promised both more
artistic freedom and more personal financial gain, than could be
had by working for the publishers of satirical magazines or novels.
To Cruikshank, as to any English caricaturist seeking new outlets,
a Topfferian picture story must have appeared more tempting
than a contract with a humorous journal such as Punch, “The
London Charivari” (as it was subtitled), founded in 1841 on the
French model, where an artist was tied to the policies of an
editorial committee composed chiefly of literary men. When
Cruikshank refused to work for Punch, he did so not only because
he objected to personal satire and radical politics, but also be-
cause he knew that to leave novel illustration for the journal of
Mark Lemon and Henry Mayhew would have been to cast himself
from a literary frying pan into a literary fire. Cruikshank tried in
1841 to launch a humorous magazine of his own, and its failure
must have strengthened his resolve to seek his luck another way.

\%

The international success of Topffer probably acted as a power-
ful incentive, but Cruikshank was far too heavily established in his
own style to consider actually imitating him. On 1 August 1844
there appeared in the bookshop of David Bogue “The Bachelor’s
Own Book, being the Progress of Mr. Lambkin, (Gent.) in the
Pursuit of Pleasure and Amusement. And also in Search of Health
and Happiness. Designed, Etched and Published by George Cruik-
shank” (Figures g5a and g5b). The twenty-four plates are arranged
in the traditional album format, two almost square scenes to a
page, so that one double-scene plate of Lambkin corresponds in
size and shape to one oblong page of a T6pffer album, with its two-
to-four scenes also printed on the facing pages only. There is no
general and little particular resemblance between Lambkin and
the Topffer story best known in England, the Adventures of
Obadiah Oldbuck, for which Cruikshank may have been asked by
Bogue to design a frontispiece.’® Mr. Lambkin bears a closer
resemblance to Monsieur Jabot, T6pffer’s first publication. Cruik-
shank’s hero Lambkin is, like Jabot, squat, barrel-chested, and big-

15 A manuscript note on the fly-leaf of the New York Public Library copy
of this work (placed at 3 MDY) reads: “The drawing for this frontispiece (title-
page) was among George Cruikshank’s things sold at Sotheby’s, 1879.”
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nosed, a physical type expressive of a clumsy social vanity. Both
represent the same social type placed in the same basic story-line:
the social climber whose aspirations are frustrated in various ways
until the very end, when he achieves a happy marriage. Beyond
this simple traditional framework, however, the differences are far
greater than the similarities. Jabot’s social foray is merely the
pretext for some extraordinary flights of fantasy. Lambkin moves
entirely within the tradition, engaging in those raffish activities
and visiting those picturesque locales in which he had been
preceded by Tom and Jerry. Courtship, gastronomic excesses,
gambling, indebtedness, the fight with the police, sickness and
cures—all these motifs derive from a picaresque tradition of the
picture story which goes back beyond Hogarth to Dutch and
Italian tales of harlots, rakes, and Prodigal Sons.

In Topffer, the whole narrative mode is transformed. Each
drawing is a link in a causal chain, a phase in a larger movement
rushing the reader from page to page. In Cruikshank the scenes
plod along episodically, with only an occasional inherent connec-
tion of a stereotyped kind. The most original episodes are placed
towards the end (147-21, Pls. 9-11) when Mr. Lambkin undertakes
to cure his general debilitation by means of various remedies, one
of which (21, Pl. 11) gives us perhaps the only genuinely comic
and novel scene in the whole sequence. The sight of the big-city
trencherman sitting forlorn in a cowshed sipping “New Milk from
the Cow” (Figure gsb) lies on an imaginative level one would
wish to have seen maintained elsewhere. (A resemblance here with
Topffer’s Vieux-Bois/Oldbuck may be entirely fortuitous: as a
remedy for his sickness, Oldbuck drinks ass’s milk and, like Lamb-
kin, takes exercise on horseback.)

Lambkin, like Jabot, is literally a poseur; wherever he goes, he
strikes an appropriate pose, rendered by Cruikshank with charac-
teristic assurance. But whereas the English caricaturist shows his
hero as having struck the pose, the Swiss shows him actually prac-
ticing it. The more conscious poseur is obviously the more ridicu-
lous. Jabot’s posturing is emphasized by a stylistic reduction which
Cruikshank cannot afford to make. By eliminating most of the
background detail, Topffer is able to isolate attitudes, arrange
them in telling sequences, and permit the reader, as it were,
actually to follow the hero around the drawing room. Cruikshank
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clings to the significant background accessory of the Hogarth tradi-
tion, particularly in the symbolic pictures on the walls.

Topffer explodes the conventional realism of scenario which
limits so drastically Lambkin’s range of manoeuvre. To take two
specific points of momentary convergence, which immediately be-
come points of maximum divergence: first, both heroes achieve
entrée into what they believe to be high-class society, Lambkin at
Swindelle’s (Figure gpa) and Jabot at Madame du Bocage’s
(Figures g4a and g4b). Lambkin foolishly allows himself to fall
into the clutches of a confidence trickster, and thence into those
of a rascally lawyer; Jabot, whose carelessness was quite trivial
and relatively innocent, finds himself faced with much worse: no
less than seven duels. In Topffer’s topsy-turvy world, the smaller
and slighter the cause, the greater the cumulative effect. And the
effect is always cumulative. In Cruikshank’s world there is a rigid
pairing of cause and effect, which chokes off development of new
directions in the narrative. The second point of convergence lies
in the marriage which, after much hardship, awaits both. The
divergence here is even more extreme. Whereas Lambkin’s mar-
riage is the logical result and just reward for so many painful
social lessons, Jabot’s is the outcome of the absurdest chain of acci-
dents.

In draftsmanship as in story-line, we may contrast the relative
realism of the Englishman with the deliberate anti-realism of the
Swiss. Cruikshank preserves Gillray’s exaggerated and simplified,
but still basically naturalistic contour, complete with three-dimen-
sional interior hatching. Topffer has systematically abandoned all
pretense to anatomical correctness and three-dimensional reality,
having made the significant discovery (explained in his Essai sur
la physiognomonie) that the imagination supplies more freely what
the hand leaves unstated. Topffer’s revolutionary method of
graphic doodling, his development of a shorthand code, facilitates
a breathless narrative pace to which Cruikshank does not aspire.

Technically, imitation of Topffer would have presented no
problem to Cruikshank. The latter’s facility with a childish-look-
ing, parodistic, medievalizing style relying, like To6pffer’s, on a
relatively crude outline in the figures, is evident enough in The
Loving Ballad of Lord Bateman (Cohn 248, 1839), which was
particularly admired by Dickens. But to pursue this childlike
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style consistently and extensively rather than as an occasional
exercise appropriate tc a ‘“‘medieval” text would have required a
complete change in attitude towards the art of representation.
Topffer’s use of lithography also lies outside the scope of Cruik-
shank’s intermittent experiments with the medium. The casual
effect of T6pffer’s line is unobtainable in any other reproductive
medium, and his ability to draw directly, without preparation, on
the stone, offers an immediacy which the more laborious process
of etching from preparatory drawings could never rival.

The success of Topffer in England was somewhat limited by
the strangeness of the content. This much is clear from a review of
the Adventures of Mr. Obadiah Oldbuck, which was found in-
ferior to the French original (T&pffer’s original lithographs were
evidently known to the reviewer) and in its new guise ‘“‘not suit[ed
to] the English name.”*® This form of adventure story is deemed
“chiefly peculiar to continental habits.” The reviewer suggests that
“the New Munchausen” would have been a more appropriate title.
While Cruikshank was of course a highly popular illustrator of
German fairy tales,'” and even set about adapting them to his own
Temperance morality later, he never attempted to generate one of
his own.

Cruikshank was not a writer of stories. His literary gifts were
much more limited than those of Gillray, who could write captions
of considerable verbal wit; indeed, these captions were considered
a major attraction. The captions to Lambkin are slightly pompous,
as they are probably meant to be, but they are also repetitive and
flat. They have none of Gillray’s sardonic emphasis, nor, for that
matter, the delicate, faintly parodistic irony of Topffer. Cruik-
shank’s unwillingness to write the captions for his broadsheet
caricatures was regretted by a verse satirist who accuses the pub-
lisher Hone of cheating the artist of his due, and exhorts the lat-
ter to develop his literary potential: “Were Cruikshank wise, he
might with trouble small, / Write his own captions and eclipse you
all.”*® It was, doubtless, partly in order to make a virtue cut of
necessity that Cruikshank proposed to tell his “Life of a Thief”

16 Gentleman’s Magazine, N. S. 17 (January 1842), 73.

17 William Bates, George Cruikshank: The Artist, the Humorist, and the Man
(Birmingham and London, 1878), p. 49, where his gifts in rendering the super-
natural are deemed superior to those of Callot and Fuseli.

18 Quoted by Bates, p. 16.
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“without a single line of letterpress.”** He could write a scene as
he did on several occasions for Ainsworth, but not a story, as
Ainsworth himself points out in his rebuttal to Cruikshank’s
claims to have “invented” much of The Miser’s Daughter (Cohn
17, 1842): “Had Cruikshank been capable of constructing a story,
why did he not exercise his talent when he had no connection with
Mr. Dickens and myself?”2°

VI

Like Hogarth, Cruikshank had definite material objectives in
his determination to rise from the rank of illustrator to that of
author. As Hogarth had sought through his famous Copyright Act
to prevent the exploitation of his engravings by dealers and book-
sellers, so Cruikshank wanted to secure to himself some of the
profits which normally went to the author and publisher of a book
he illustrated, and to escape ‘“the thraldom of the bookseller,
whose slave I have been nearly all my life.”?* Knowing that the suc-
cess of a Dickens or Ainsworth novel depended in no small degree
upon his collaboration as illustrator, he naturally resented having
no more than his poor original fee to show for it. Unlike Dickens,
he was in no position to drive a hard bargain.

Cruikshank was overtaken by changes in public taste and pub-
lishing procedures, and, perhaps worst of all, felt threatened by a
number of younger artists whom he promptly suspected of
deliberately imitating, plagiarizing his style. It was in a way
inevitable that, once identified as Dickens’ illustrator, Cruikshank
should find people supposing that he was Phiz; and he was in no
position to welcome a follower, as To6pffer had Cham.

Defrauded by the plagiarists who converted his delicate designs
into the crude wood-engraved headpieces and vignettes in Bell’s
Life, Cruikshank had more reason than most artists of the day to
regard his designs and ideas as inalienable personal property.
Eventually he felt compelled to appeal to the public for his right-
ful share as the co-inventor of certain novels. The Dickens-Cruik-
shank controversy crystallizes an essentially bourgeois and typically
nineteenth-century conception of art, of artistic idea as a species of
commercial property.

The conception of T6pffer was diametrically opposed to all this.

19 Jerrold, I, 216. 20 Jerrold, I, 263. 21 Jerrold, I, 216.
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Considering himself an amateur, he believed in art as a kind of
useful amusement, a necessary distraction of the mind. His per-
sonal circumstances favored a non-professional attitude, for denied
by poor eyesight the career in art for which he had been trained,
he had married a wealthy wife, founded a profitable boys’ school,
and obtained a lectureship at the Academy of Geneva. Even with-
out his novels and travel stories, not to speak of his caricature
albums, he was financially secure. His “histoires en estampes” were
originally drawn to amuse schoolchildren, not as commercial ven-
tures like Lambkin; when they became so, he took little apparent
interest in their sales, having permitted them to be thrown anony-
mously on the Parisian market. He encouraged Cham to make
imitations which were sold by Aubert as the work of the author of
Jabot, Vieux-Bois, and so forth.

Cruikshank, on the other hand, was in acute material need for
all the artistic credit he could get. Thus his “defeat” over Oliver
Twist was dual. In public, and later, he complained about being
denied the co-authorship which was rightfully his; privately, and
at the time, he must have felt that the publication of this novel
had foreclosed the artist’s plans for his own “Life of a London
Thief” which dated back to the 1820s. In a hitherto unpublished
letter to Robert Shelton Mackenzie discovered by Richard
Vogler,?2 the artist refers to a “list which I showed you of the pro-
posed illustrations for “The Life of a London Thief'—with some
of the sketches—all of which were done when Charles Dickens was
a little boy—some 15 years before I ever saw or heard of him.”
Many of the motifs from this project must have been absorbed into
Oliver Twist, and the project as such was never resumed.

VII

While any “Life of a London Thief,” however handled, can-
not have failed to be serious in spirit, Mr. Lambkin was deliber-
ately non-serious. Since it was also lacking in comic novelty, we
need not be surprised that the public paid little attention to it,
and that it was the relative failure of Mr. Lambkin which con-
vinced the artist that he needed more serious, socially useful
subject matter, and a more serious style to go with it. He found
both, within three years, in The Bottle and The Drunkard’s Chil-

22 See Vogler, supra.
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dren, which were resounding successes, chiefly because their
themes were so very timely, as was the dignity with which they
were treated. There is no evidence that Mr. Lambkin failed com-
pletely, but it was surely not so successful as the artist had hoped.
A second edition appeared in the artist’s lifetime,* but no con-
temporary took note of the publication, and the early biographers
have little to say about it. The judgment of a Cruikshank con-
temporary, Blanchard Jerrold, in 1882 may well reflect a more gen-
eral attitude. Noting in passing that Mr. Lambkin was “entirely
Cruikshank’s own,” Jerrold dismisses it as “the least successful,
and deservedly so, of his works.” Elsewhere, in a footnote, he care-
lessly assigns the work to that limbo of little-known works done in
the last years of the artist’s life, ignoring the fact that in reality
it precedes by four years the date set by the author himself as the
beginning of the artist’s decline.?* Bates, writing in the year the
artist died, reveals the extent to which Lambkin and the unique
character of the work had been forgotten, by merely listing it
“among the innumerable books he has illustrated.”’2

Cruikshank seems to have planned the story of a young lady,2¢
as a sequel in the traditional manner of such sequels; it did not
materialize, surely because of the disappointing reception accorded
Mr. Lambkin. But he used the example of Mr. Lambkin as proof
of his capacities as “independent author” in order to propose a
form of collaboration in which he, as illustrator, would have the
upper hand and decide the character of all the etchings, to which
the literary portion would be subordinate. Cuthbert Bede, on the
occasion of his first visit to Cruikshank’s home in 1853, was re-
quested by the artist to

23In the preface to the Routledge edition of Mr. Lambkin (apparently the
second, entering the British Museum in 1865) Cruikshank observes that, in
respect to the saying “out of sight,” the book was not “out of mind,” as many
inquiries testified. David Bryce in Glasgow published a third edition in 1883.

The second edition has a variant title which has passed into some Cruikshank
catalogues: . . . The Adventures of Mr. Lambkin . .. An apparently slight change,
but one which may reflect Cruikshank’s instinct to “update” the Hogarthian
title to conform with a Tépfferian one.

An edition, presumably plagiarized, published by Carey and Hart in Phila-
delphia (1845) is entitled The Bachelor’s Own Book, Being Twenty-four Passages
in the Life of Mr. Lambkin, (Gent.).

24 Jerrold, I, 226 and II, 219, fn.

25 Bates, p. 47.

26 According to unpublished evidence kindly passed on to me by Dr. Vogler.
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write a humorous story of modern life, to be illustrated by
himself, with a series of designs, something after the style of
his ‘Adventures of Mr. Lambkin,” and he jotted down some
rough memoranda and sketches (in pencil) embodying his
own ideas on the subject. . . . As a matter of course, I gave my
best consideration to Mr. Cruikshank’s suggestions and ideas,
but submitted to him that I could not see my way to carry
them out to our mutual satisfaction; I also raised objections
to the somewhat hackneyed nature of the themes he suggested,
and stated my preference for writing a story that should be
wholly and entirely my own original composition.?’

Cruikshank acceded; the themes he had proposed, described by
Bede as “somewhat hackneyed,” were presumably not very dif-
ferent in kind from those of Mr. Lambkin.

One may take it as a tacit recognition on the artist’s part of
the sterility of the Lambkin experiment, that its successor as an
independent picture story should be a work so vastly different as
The Bottle. From the perspective of the Temperance worker
which he became within three years of Mr. Lambkin, that gentle-
man’s bibulousness (depicted in no less than five different scenes)
must have appeared as deserving more serious treatment than
gentle mockery, and as conducive to a different fate from the hap-
piness of the wine-decked wedding table. We have noted that
it was the seriousness of subject and style which insured the suc-
cess of The Bottle; we may add that this seriousness anticipated the
tendency of Victorian illustration around mid-century towards
the classical, the dignified, and the tragic.

The brisk comedy of Leech was superseded, in Punch, by the
gravity of du Maurier, in whose art the caricatural spark of Vic-
torian illustration was finally extinguished. The impulse towards
the childlike and farcical, given by Topffer, survived in England
in the cheap magazines like Man in the Moon (184%-49), to which
Cham and others contributed Topfferian pull-outs, and in the
illustrations to children’s books, such as Thackeray’s The Rose
and the Ring (1853). But Thackeray, whose Mrs. Perkins’s Ball

27 Jerrold, I, 220. Cuthbert Bede’s project was published by Nathaniel Cooke
that year under the title The Adventures of Mr. Verdant Green, an Oxford Fresh-
man. This contains some amateurish illustrations by the author, whose crude but
legible outlines may possibly betray the influence of Topffer.
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(184%) had indicated some interest in a predominantly pictorial
narrative mode, thenceforth abandoned all pretense to the title
“the second Hogarth”?® and dedicated himself to novels in which
his illustrations play a very modest role. Thackeray, in whom liter-
ary and artistic gifts were much better balanced than in Cruik-
shank, and who might have attained that fine equilibrium be-
tween writer and artist manifested in ToOpffer and his German
successor Wilhelm Busch, was not willing to risk the kind of neglect
suffered by Cruikshank. The ultimate successor of Mr. Lambkin
in England was Ally Sloper, whose adventures lay near to half a
century in the future.

28 W. E. Church, An Essay on the Genius of George Cruikshank by William

Makepeace Thackeray . . . edited with a prefatory note on Thackeray as an Artist
and Art Critic (London, 1884), p. ii.
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